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ABSTRACT
According to ACF (2018) every 9 minutes, Child Protective Services (CPS)
substantiates, or receives evidence of, a claim of child sexual abuse (CSA). Children who
are sexually abused are likely to experience a variety of short- and long-term effects;
including, but not limited to: (i) depression; (ii) anger and/or aggressive behaviors; (iii)
trouble sleeping; (iv) behavior problems; and (v) anxiety (Bernier, Hébert, & CollinVézina, 2013; van der Kolk, 2003). Given that CSA is one of the seven identified ACEs
(Filetti et al., 1998) CSA victims are also likely to experience effects lasting well into
adolescence and adulthood; these effects include, but are not limited to, drug abuse and
suicide.
Researchers have determined that, given their level of access to children, teachers
make ideal detectors and reporters of child sexual abuse (e.g. Smith, 2005). However,
research (e.g. Mathews et al., 2017) has found that there is a tendency to under-report
cases of child maltreatment and neglect to CPS. Given that an estimated 35% of CSA
victims are under the age of 7 (Brilleslijper-Kater, Friedrich, & Corwin, 2004) it is
important to understand the knowledge, beliefs, and experiences of early childhood
educators with respect to CSA.
The following research question, How do early childhood educators navigate the
process of reporting child sexual abuse?, was explored using a constructivist grounded
theory design. The interviews of six teachers, in addition to analytic memos, were code
and led to the emergence of five categories: (i) training; (ii) detection; (iii) consulting;
(iv) reporting; and (v) coping. These categories later emerged into the theoretical stages
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of reporting CSA to CPS; which were found to either be experienced: (i) linearly,
meaning the stages have little overlap; or (ii) fluidly, meaning there is overlap between
each, or some, of the five stages. These theoretical stages can be used to: (i) understand
the overall experience of reporting CSA to CPS; and (ii) potentially, to understand why
there is a tendency to under-report cases of CSA, and other forms of child maltreatment,
to CPS. Future research recommendations include replicating this work in other parts of
the country to present a more holistic understanding regarding the training, detection, and
reporting experiences of early childhood educators with respect to CSA, but also other
forms of child maltreatment and neglect.

iii

DEDICATION
This dissertation is dedicated to my committee chair, Dr. Sandra M. Linder. This
dissertation is, undoubtedly, the most difficult academic task I have ever undertaken, and
although there are many people who supported me through this process, it would have
been impossible for me to have completed this work without your support and guidance. I
am sure that, although this may not have been the most difficult dissertation you have
overseen, this work has been challenging for several reasons, but most specifically for
two.
First, I am, admittedly, a stubborn individual; while I know this is a frustrating
element of my character, it is also likely why I am determined, I do not give up, and I
don’t waiver on my goals. When I entered this program in Fall of 2016, my goal was to
better understand child sexual abuse and to understand how it affects victims, families,
teachers, and the classroom space; it is because of your unwavering patience and
guidance that I have been able to accomplish that goal.
Second, my research focus is unique in the field of early childhood education, but
also a sensitive topic to research. There were several ideas that we had to work through
before we arrived at a feasible research design. Again, I thank you for your constant
support, creativity, and guidance as I worked through the planning and execution stages
of this work.
You have been a blessing throughout my time at Clemson. I could not have made
it through this program, particularly with my research focus, without you. I am honored
to call you a colleague, and a friend.

iv

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
First, I want to thank my entire committee: Dr. Sandra Linder, Dr. Faiza Jamil,
Dr. Mindy Spearman, and Dr. Brooke Wymer-Ellis, for all their contributions to my work
and unconditional support. Researching such a sensitive topic within the ECE field was
not always easy and seamless, and you each provided me with the guidance I needed to
make this work possible.
Second, I want to thank my friend, my ECE colleague, Qianyi Gao. Thank you for
our weekly Taco Tuesday lunches, our daily text and phone conversations, and for all of
your encouragement. I can’t wait to see you defend your dissertation in the coming
months!
Third, I want to thank my Fiancé, Ricardo. Thank you for: being patient with me
while I worked tirelessly on this dissertation; doing everything you could to help me be
productive – especially on days when I had little motivation to work on this; keeping me
sane when I was mentally exhausted; keeping me fueled with snacks on the days I spent
countless hours on my computer; driving me to every single interview I had so that I
could focus on analytic memo-writing on the way home; cooking dinner on the nights I
spent hours at my desk – or the dining room table – transcribing; and encouraging me
every time I wanted to give up. There aren’t enough words to thank you for every ounce
of support you have given me through this entire process.
Fourth, I want to thank my sister, Ciriana. Thank you for: texting me every day to
check on me; always asking me how my dissertation was going; letting me complain to
you when I was tired of writing; and always sending me memes to make me laugh. I look

v

forward to doing the same for you if, and when, you go through the process of earning
your own PhD.
Fifth, I want to thank my dog, Diego. Thank you for accompanying me on this
adventure, attending conferences with me, and sitting by my side on days I would spend
hours on my computer. Your wagging tail and rambunctious energy always made me
smile.
Lastly, but most certainly not least, I want to thank my parents, Thomas and Lilly
Monti. Thank you for: supporting me in everything I do; pushing me to reach goals I
never knew I had; and encouraging me to achieve my most inconceivable
accomplishments. When I graduated with my MA degree, you held up a sign that read
‘Where’s the PhD?’ and five years later, I have earned that PhD and it is because of you
both that I can say that. I’m sure it won’t be long before you’re encouraging me to earn
another degree; but I am also sure that I will have your unwavering support in everything
and anything I do, and for this I am eternally thankful.

vi

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Page
TITLE PAGE ....................................................................................................................... i
ABSTRACT........................................................................................................................ ii
DEDICATION ................................................................................................................... iv
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS .................................................................................................v
LIST OF TABLES ............................................................................................................. xi
LIST OF FIGURES .......................................................................................................... xii
CHAPTER
1. INTRODUCTION .............................................................................................1
Child Sexual Abuse Historical Overview ....................................................4
Legal History of Child Sexual Abuse ..........................................................5
Child Maltreatment and Neglect Statistics ..................................................7
Child Sexual Abuse Statistics ......................................................................8
Influences of Child Sexual Abuse on Preschool-aged
Victims .............................................................................................9
Statement of Problem .................................................................................16
Research Purpose and Question .................................................................18
Theoretical Framework ..............................................................................18
Nature of Study ..........................................................................................28
Significance ...............................................................................................30
Key Terms and Definitions .......................................................................32
Summary ....................................................................................................37
2. LITERATURE REVIEW ................................................................................40
Introduction ................................................................................................40

vii

Table of Contents (Continued)

Page

Literature Review Methods........................................................................41
Educators’ Knowledge Regarding Child
Maltreatment and Neglect ..............................................................44
Educators’ Beliefs Regarding Child Maltreatment
and Neglect ....................................................................................46
Detection and Reporting of Child Maltreatment
and Neglect ....................................................................................49
CAPTA and Mandated Reporting Laws ....................................................51
Teachers as Detectors and Reporters of Child
Maltreatment and Neglect ..............................................................54
Factors Influencing Detecting Child Maltreatment
and Neglect ....................................................................................56
Factors Influencing Reporting Child Maltreatment
and Neglect ....................................................................................60
Conclusion .................................................................................................70
3. METHODOLOGY ..........................................................................................73
Introduction ................................................................................................73
Grounded Theory Rationale ......................................................................74
Philosophical Underpinnings .....................................................................78
Research Methodology and Design ...........................................................79
Participant Recruitment .............................................................................82
Data Collection ..........................................................................................88
Data Security .............................................................................................93
Data Analysis ............................................................................................94
Establishing Trustworthiness .....................................................................97
Limitations ...............................................................................................101

viii

Table of Contents (Continued)

Page

4. RESULTS AND FINDINGS .........................................................................103
Introduction ..............................................................................................103
Sampling and Data Collection Stage 1 Results........................................104
Sampling and Data Collection Stage 2 Results........................................110
Summary of Interviewees ........................................................................113
Interview Results ....................................................................................119
Theory Development ..............................................................................151
5. DISCUSSION ................................................................................................157
Discussion ................................................................................................159
Limitations ..............................................................................................178
Recommendations for Future Research ..................................................179
Implications for Research, Practice, and Policy .....................................185
REFERENCES ...............................................................................................................195
APPENDICES .................................................................................................................207
1.1.1

Survey Cover Letter Email to SD#1 ........................................................207

1.1.2

Survey Cover Letter Email to SD#2 1 – 5 ...............................................208

1.1.3

Survey Cover Letter Email to SD#3 ........................................................209

1.2.1

ECE Beliefs of CSA Survey – SD#1 ........................................................210

1.2.2

ECE Beliefs of CSA Survey – SD#2 1 – 5 ...............................................212

1.2.3

ECE Beliefs of CSA Survey – SD#3 ........................................................214

1.3

Phase 2 Cover Letter – Personalized Email .............................................216

1.4

Follow-up Interview Scheduling Survey .................................................217

1.5.1

Interview Protocol (v1) ............................................................................218

1.5.2

Interview Protocol (v2) ............................................................................221

ix

Table of Contents (Continued)

Page

1.6

Thank You Email .....................................................................................224

2.1

Coded Interview Excerpt .........................................................................225

2.2

Coded Analytic Memo .............................................................................227

x

LIST OF TABLES
Table

Page

1

SD#1 Teachers Emailed - Grade Breakdown ........................................................83

2

SD#2 1 - 5 Teachers Emailed - Grade Breakdown ................................................84

3

SD#3 Teachers Emailed - Grade Breakdown ........................................................85

4

Survey Respondents Demographic Overview .....................................................105

5

Sampling Stage 2 - Teacher Demographic Overview..........................................112

6

Interviewee Demographic Overview ...................................................................113

xi

LIST OF FIGURES
Figure

Page

1

Theory Interconnectedness ....................................................................................27

2

Research Procedures/Outline .................................................................................81

3

Interview Protocol Revision ..................................................................................91

4

Coding Diagram .....................................................................................................96

5

Theoretical Stages & Interconnectedness ............................................................152

6

Interconnected Theory .........................................................................................174

7

Theoretical Stages & Interconnectedness with CPS ...........................................175

8

Professional Development Model .......................................................................190

xii

CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
According to the World Health Organization, child sexual abuse is defined as,
“the involvement of a child in sexual activity that he or she does not fully comprehend, is
unable to give informed consent to, or for which the child is not developmentally
prepared and cannot give consent, or that violates the laws or social taboos of society,”
(WHO, 1999). 1-in-4 girls, and 1-in-6 boys are victimized by child sexual abuse (CSA)
by the age of 18 (American Psychological Association, 2014). Of the estimated 400,000
children who are sexually abused each year, 35% of them are under the age of 7
(Brilleslijper-Kater, Friedrich, & Corwin, 2004). Given that CSA is classified as one of
the adverse childhood experiences (ACEs) identified by Filetti et al. (1998), children who
are sexually abused are likely to suffer from the long-term sequelae of ACEs, resulting in
poor lifestyle and health outcomes, such as drug abuse and suicide (Felitti et at., 1998;
Dube et al., 2001; Dube et al., 2003). Considering the extended periods of time and
frequent exposure that early childhood educators have with the birth through 8 age-group,
it is understandable that research has found them to be ideal detectors, and reporters of
CSA (Kleemeier et al., 1988; Smith, 2005; Kenny, 2000; Mathews et al.,
2017). However, despite their positionality amongst our most vulnerable groups of
children, little is known regarding the knowledge, beliefs, and experiences of early
childhood educators surrounding child sexual abuse within the United States.
There is a small body of work published within the United States focusing on the
knowledge and beliefs of preservice and in-service educators regarding child
maltreatment (e.g. Abrahams et al., 1992; Kenny, 2004; Martin et al., 2010; Smith, 2005;
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Smith, 2009; Yanowitz et al., 2002). However, while extant literature highlights the need
for more published work in this area (e.g. Smith, 2005), little-to-none of the existing
literature focuses on the knowledge, beliefs, or experiences of early childhood educators
with regards to CSA, specifically.
Contextualizing the knowledge, beliefs, and experiences of early childhood
educators, specifically regarding CSA, is vital for several reasons. First, understanding
early childhood educators’ knowledge regarding child sexual abuse could allow
researchers to better contextualize how they perceive and/or navigate their roles as
detectors and reporters of CSA. For example, Smith (2009) found that mandated reporters
tend to use a variety of factors, such as legal definitions and previous experiences
successfully reporting maltreatment, when determining whether or not to make a formal
report of their suspicions. This insight could lead to an increased awareness regarding the
phenomenon of under-reporting allegations of CSA to child protective services (Kenny,
2000; Mathews et al., 2017; Smith, 2005). The under-reporting of suspected CSA cases is
significant to consider for several reasons. First, consistent under-reporting of CSA cases
to CPS could result in skewed statistics regarding the prevalence of the sexual abuse of
children within the United States. Second, the under-reporting of CSA suspicions by
early childhood educators has the potential to lead to lower disclosure rates in children,
given that research has established that many children choose not to report their sexually
abusive experiences because they fear that the adults they report to will not believe them
(Sinanan, 2011). If children are trusting their educators enough to disclose abuse, but then
those teachers are not following through with their responsibility of mandated reporting,
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it is likely they are reiterating to children that the world is a hostile place (Séguin-Lemire,
2017) that does not care about their wellbeing.
Second, understanding the knowledge, beliefs, and experiences of early childhood
educators with respect to CSA can better inform preservice and in-service teacher
training opportunities geared towards CSA and/or other forms of maltreatment.
Developing informed preservice and in-service child maltreatment training opportunities
for educators is critical, as many teachers report that their limited training, if any, has
been inadequate, at best (e.g Baxter & Beer, 1990; Kenny, 2004; Kleemeier et al., 1988).
Their lack of training results in teachers’ inability to detect, report, prevent, and/or
respond to CSA (Kleemeier et al., 1988). Additionally, lack of training hinders the ability
for teachers to adequately care for children who have a history of being sexually abused,
or who they suspect are currently being victimized by it.
This work also provided an opportunity for researchers to better comprehend how
early childhood educators navigate their roles as mandated reporters of CSA. For
example, one study conducted in Florida found that 75% of teachers felt as though they
should not be mandated reporters of child maltreatment and neglect (Kenny, 2004);
however, research fails to ask teachers how or why they’ve developed this belief.
Contextualizing how teachers have navigated their roles as mandated reporters of CSA
could potentially lead to understanding why some teachers might not want to be
designated detectors and reporters of child maltreatment and neglect. Additionally, while
researchers position educators as potential preventers of CSA, little-to-no literature
focuses on how teachers perceive this distinction, or if they feel as though they’re
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adequately prepared to meet this demand within their own classrooms. Furthermore,
some researchers have posited that teachers are better positioned to respond to instances
of child abuse and neglect within their own classrooms, however, little-to-no research
considers whether or not teachers are adequately trained to carry out this role within their
classroom spaces.
Child Sexual Abuse Historical Overview
The existence of CSA in the United States dates back to at least the 1800’s
(Coldrey, 1996; Mintz, 2012; Robertson, 2006). In the 1820’s, for example, an estimated
80% of all rape victims in New York City were younger than 19-years-old (Mintz, 2012;
Robertson, 2006). Between 1817 and 1899, over 500 newspaper articles regarding fatherdaughter incestual relationships were published (Mintz, 2012). Additionally, a legal
medicine textbook dating back to 1894 documented CSA as the most frequently
committed sexual crime (Mintz, 2012). Less than a decade later, Kinsey (1953) found
that nearly 25% of all girls under 14 had reported being sexually abused.
There are two documented time periods when CSA was of public interest and
concern: i) the 1880’s through World War 1, and ii) the 1960’s through present day
(Coldrey, 1996). It is believed that the first span of CSA attentiveness was a byproduct of
the public’s interest in the family unit given the significant uptick in divorce rates (Mintz,
2012) and the sudden rise in venereal diseases in armed service members (Coldrey,
1996). During this time period, CSA was believed to be uncommon and thought to only
occur within lower-socioeconomic status families (Coldrey, 1996). Though some sexual
offenders were prosecuted, the vast majority remained undetected given that most
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assumed CSA would not occur by the hands of a parent, family member, or family friend
and children who reported being abused were thought to be lying (Coldrey, 1996).
It was not until the 1970’s, when the Feminist Movement provoked waves of
women who told stories regarding their own sexual victimization at the hands of male
violence and aggression, that the world become interested in researching and
understanding the short- and long-term influences of CSA on victims, particularly the
range of possible psychological sequelae (Coldrey, 1996). Initially, the emphasis was
only on “traditional rape - carnal knowledge of a female by force and without consent,”
(Coldrey, 1996, p.376). Soon thereafter, the emphasis shifted to also include “sexual
abuse short of rape,” (Coldrey, 1996, p.376) and sexual harrasment. At this point, rape
crisis centers were created, and males who were indicted for wife-beating were given
harsher penalties (Coldrey, 1996). Attention then shifted again to include the sexual
abuse of children, which was viewed as “men doing nasty things to women and children,”
(Coldrey, 1996, p.376).
Legal History of Child Sexual Abuse
In 1874, Mary Ellen Wilson became the first victim whose case of child
maltreatment and neglect was successfully prosecuted in the United States (Jalongo,
2006). Neighbors of Mary Ellen reported their concerns regarding her deplorable living
conditions and indisputable lack of physical wellbeing to Mrs. Etta Angell Wheeler, a
missions worker who frequented Mary Ellen’s neighborhood (Jalongo, 2006). Mrs.
Wheeler reported her concerns of Mary Ellen’s wellbeing to Henry Bergh, the founder of
the American Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (ASPCA) because there

5

were no agencies available for the protection of children at this time (Jalongo, 2006). In
1874, after Mary Ellen’s case was prosecuted, Henry Bergh and Elbridge Gerry, the
ASPCA’s lawyer, collaborated to establish the New York Society for the Prevention of
Cruelty to Children (Jalongo, 2006). Henry Bergh, through his philanthropic work,
collaborated with other members in the community to establish The American Society for
the Prevention of Cruelty to Children (Jalongo, 2006).
The American Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children, renamed The
American Society for the Positive Care of Children (ASPCC), is a non-profit
organization aimed at family advocacy and education in an effort to lower incidences of,
and ultimately end, all forms of child maltreatment and neglect. However, while the
ASPCC provided education, it did not establish and/or enforce laws preventing the
maltreatment and neglect of children; no national-level law or act would do so for another
100 years.
In 1974, the Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act (CAPTA) was
established and passed into law. This law provided federal funding to states in an effort to
establish laws and guidelines aimed at the prevention, assessment, investigation,
prosecution, and treatment of child maltreatment and neglect. In 2015, CAPTA amended
the definition of the term Child Sexual Abuse to include a child who had been a victim of
sex trafficking. CAPTA also established the Office of Child Abuse and Neglect, The
Children’s Bureau, which establishes programs, research, and monitoring systems to
prevent child maltreatment and neglect.
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The Children’s Justice Act (CJA), a program established through The Children’s
Bureau, “provides grants to States to improve the investigation, prosecution and judicial
handling of cases of child abuse and neglect, particularly child sexual abuse and
exploitation, in a manner that limits additional trauma to the child victim,”
(Administration for Children and Families, 2012).
Child Maltreatment and Neglect Statistics
In 1989, 2,500,000 alleged victims of child maltreatment and neglect were
reported to Child Protective Services (CPS), an estimated 39 out of every 1,000 births
(Daro & McCurdy, 1991). The following year, 2,700,000 children were reported to CPS
for child maltreatment and neglect allegations, 1,700,000 of which were referred for
investigation (US Department of Health and Human Services Records, 1992). In 1998,
the US Department of Health and Human Services reported that 44 per every 1,000
children would be victimized by child maltreatment and neglect, annually (Smith, 2005).
In 2001, the number of victims reported to CPS had nearly doubled when compared to
the 1990 statistic; 5,000,000 children were reported to CPS for child maltreatment and
neglect allegations (US Department of Health and Human Services, 2003). In 2005, an
estimated 6,000,000 children were referred to CPS, a 20% increase when compared to the
2001 statistics; 62% of these cases were investigated (US Department of Health and
Human Services, 2007).
The number of victims reported to CPS for allegations of child maltreatment and
neglect will continue to increase annually, resulting in an increase of annually
investigated cases as well (Smith, 2005). However, researchers (Reinger, Robison, &
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McHugh, 1995) have found that mandated reporters across a variety of fields are failing
to report suspicions of child maltreatment and neglect to CPS; estimating that as many as
65% of all maltreatment cases are never reported (Smith, 2005). Nevertheless, of all the
crimes committed against children, “sexual abuse is the most under-reported form of
abuse,” (Smith, 2005, p.907). It is estimated that some 400,000 children are sexually
abused, annually, in the United States (Tejada & Linder, 2018); however, it should be
noted that there are several factors that impede the ability to provide a statistic of CSA
that is 100% accurate.
Child Sexual Abuse Statistics
In 2002, the World Health Organization reported that an estimated 73 million
boys and 150 million girls had been victimized by various forms of CSA, globally (Singh
et al., 2014). In 2011, the Center for Disease Control and the United States Department of
Justice found that 11% of girls and 4% of boys reported being forced to engage in sexual
activity at some point during their childhood (Singh et al., 2014). In 2014, the CDC
reported that 1-in-6 boys and 1-in-4 girls were victimized by CSA before the age of 18
(American Psychological Association, 2014). Stoltenborgh et al.’s (2011) research found
an estimated 18% of women and nearly 8% of men were victimized by CSA prior to their
18th birthday. Whereas Wihbey’s (2011) research found that an estimated 10.1% of all
US children would be victimized by CSA at some point throughout their childhood lives.
It should be noted that it is unclear if the increase in CSA rates is due to an actual
increase in sexual crimes against children, or if it simply reflects an increase of
awareness, therefore by increasing the prevalence rates because it’s being reported more
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frequently than in previous years. Nevertheless, determining an exact statistic regarding
the number of children sexually abused annually is difficult for a number of reasons: i)
sexual abuse is a self-reported crime (Tejada & Linder, 2018); ii) children generally take
up to 1.5 years to report sexual abuse (Kellogg, 2017); iii) an estimated 30% of children
never report their sexual abuse (Finkelhor, 2009); iv) roughly 45% of sexual abuse
allegations made to CPS are ‘screened out’, usually due to a lack of information provided
in the initial report, and therefore never investigated (Sedlak et al., 2010); and v) of all
crimes against children (e.g. physical, sexual, emotional abuse; neglect), sexual abuse is
the most under-reported (Smith, 2005).
Nevertheless, the United States Department of Health and Human Services (2013)
found that 34% of CSA victims are under the age of 9; Putnam (2003) would find that
most of these children are between the ages of 4 and 7. Albeit inconsistent, statistics
regarding the prevalence of CSA highlights the importance of early childhood educators
being properly equipped to detect and report allegations of CSA to CPS.
Influences of Child Sexual Abuse in Preschool-aged Victims
The developmental trajectories of children who are sexually abused are often
affected in the short- and long-term periods after experiencing trauma. Children who are
sexually abused are likely to experience a host of social-emotional, cognitive, and
developmental sequelae, many of which can last well into adolescence and adulthood
(e.g. Bernier et al., 2013; Briere, 1994; Hébert et al., 2017; Langevin et al., 2017; Van de
Kolk, 2003).
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Child sexual abuse victims are likely to develop a wide range of psychiatric
disorders, such as depression, which can lead to self-harming behaviors (Barrera, 2013).
For example, Briere (1994) found that CSA victims are four times more likely, when
compared to non-abused children, to be diagnosed with severe depression. Furthermore,
due to the destructive and threatening nature of sexual abuse, childhood survivors of it
are likely to develop anxiety, panic disorders, and OCD (Briere, 1994). Sometimes, this
anxiety can manifest itself physically, such as through bladder infections and pelvic pain
(Briere, 1994).
Given the nature of sexual abuse, children who are victimized by it are likely to
develop social anxiety (Berliner, 1987). Children who are sexually abused were likely
done so within a relationship that should have provided love and nurturance, but instead
offered pain and dehumanization (Berliner, 1987). Therefore, CSA victims are
conditioned to associate social stimuli with fear, thus resulting in the onset of antisocial
behaviors. These antisocial behaviors are expected to worsen into adulthood (Berliner,
1987), especially with prolonged abuse, because over time, children will begin to create
dangerous generalizations regarding their world. For example, if the abuser is a male, the
child will begin to associate the pain and anxiety of this abuse at the hands of said male,
to other males throughout their lives, such as teachers (Berliner, 1987). This then
develops into avoidance behaviors, such as refraining from establishing social
relationships and suicide (Berliner, 1987). Children who have experienced trauma, such
as sexual abuse, are 300% more likely than non-traumatized children to engage in selfharming behaviors (van der Kolk, 2003).
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Children who are sexually abused are likely to suffer from dissociative
symptomatology (Collins, 2013; Hébert & Daignault, 2015; Hébert et al., 2017). For
example, Hébert et al. (2017) found that 26.3% of children who were sexually abused as
preschoolers demonstrated dissociative symptomatology. These dissociative symptoms
are marked by: (i) denying the sexually abusive events; (ii) frequent daydreaming; (iii)
rapid changes in personality; (iv) rapid regression in academic and behavioral skills; and
(v) age-inappropriate sexual knowledge or behaviors. Research has found a correlation
between dissociative symptomatology and poor sleeping behaviors, such as waking
dreams, nightmares, and sleep paralysis (van der Kloet et al., 2012). Poor sleeping
experiences were found to cause dissociative behaviors; the effects of which are worse
for children who experience chronic levels of abuse (van der Kloet et al., 2012). Children
who are sexually abused are 21 times more likely than non-abused children to experience
trouble sleeping (van der Kloet et al., 2012).
Sexually abused children are likely to suffer from executive functioning
difficulties, which includes the inability to self-regulate (Barrera, 2013). Van de Kolk
(2003) describes the lack of self-regulation skills as, “probably the most striking feature
of chronically traumatized children,” (p.298). Child experiencing difficulties selfregulating can develop insecure emotional attachments, which can lead to negative
behaviors (Langevin et al., 2016; Séguin-Lemire et al., 2017); which can manifest
themselves internally or externally (Beaudoin, 2013). Children whose behavior problems
manifest internally can display: i) emotional reactivity; ii) anxiety; iii) depression; and iv)
withdrawal (Beaudoin, 2013; Langevin et al., 2015). Sexually abused girls, particularly
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those between the ages of 3 and 5, display internalized behavior problems at higher rates
than sexually abused boys (Beaudoin, 2013). Children whose behavior problems manifest
externally can display: i) aggression; ii) arguing or fighting with others; iii) rule-breaking
behaviors; iv) sexually inappropriate behaviors; and v) attention deficits (Beaudoin,
2013; Langevin et al., 2015; Séguin-Lemire et al., 2017). Sexually abused boys were
found to display externalized behavior problems more frequently than sexually abused
girls (Beaudoin, 2013). However, Séguin-Lemire et al. (2017) found that children who
display physically aggressive and emotionally reactive behaviors are likely doing so
because they have, unfortunately, associated the world with hostility and thus react
accordingly. Additionally, sexually abused children who are physically abusing others,
through behaviors such as fighting, attacking, and bullying, are likely suffering from
immediate short-term impacts of their abuse (Briere, 1994).
Preschool-aged victims of CSA are also significantly more likely to demonstrate
poor academic performance in math, reading, and language (Barrera, Calderón, and Bell,
2013). This is because children who have experienced traumatic events become so
preoccupied anticipating danger, that they become uninterested towards things that
children who have not been abused might find stimulating, such as academics (Van der
Kolk, 2003). Preschool-aged victims of CSA are more likely to be referred for special
education services, have lower IQs, and be recommended for suspensions and/or
expulsions at rates that are significantly higher than their non-abused peers (Beaudoin et
al., 2013). These influences are exacerbated by prolonged exposure to abuse and are
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much more likely to last well into adolescence and adulthood if the abuse becomes
chronic.
Social Emotional Learning Environments & Trauma-Informed Care
Briere and Elliott (1994) concluded that, “due to reduced attention and
concentration levels, sexually abused children were more likely to struggle in the
complex landscape of a classroom, as they were found to be easily distracted by negative
behaviors,” (as cited by Tejada & Linder, 2018, p. 7). Additionally, given that sexually
abused children have a higher likelihood of being suspended or expelled, their excessive
amounts of out-of-classroom time contribute to their inability to successfully navigate the
social-emotional and behavioral expectations of their classrooms. It is for these reasons
that Biglan et al. (2017) suggests that early childhood classrooms be transformed into
social-emotional learning environments (SELEs). Preschool, Pre-K, and Kindergarten
classrooms who decide to transition to SELEs will integrate prosocial behavior
developmental goals within their curriculum, improving school-readiness skills and
student-teacher interactions not only for children who have experienced child
maltreatment, neglect, and/or other types of trauma, but for all children. Transforming
classroom spaces into SELEs will not only meet the needs of abused and/or traumatized
children, but could also ensure that all children are on a path towards reaching selfactualization (Maslow, 1943) through learning and being cared for within an environment
that meets the needs of levels 2 (Safety & Security), level 3 (Love & Belonging), and
level 4 (Self-Esteem).
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However, Nel Noddings’ (2003, 2006) work concludes that educators are not
simply responsible for helping to elicit a particular skill set from their students, but also
for a child’s safety and wellbeing while the child is in the care and supervision of said
educator. Noddings’ (2006) posits that caring teachers, “listen and are responsive,”
(p.341) to the inferred needs of their students. However, in order for teachers to be
responsive to the inferred needs of their students, educators need to have the proper
training and skills to be effective listeners and inferers for their students. Thus, it is
important to learn what knowledge, beliefs, and experiences early childhood educators
hold regarding CSA, as this will allow researchers to better contextualize how teachers
might serve in their role as advocates for children.
Another approach found to be particularly successful with children who have
experienced various types of abuse is trauma-informed care (Hodas, 2006). Trauma
informed care, “conveys a purposeful, therapeutic approach to individuals exposed to
trauma … is trauma competent … and must begin with the provision of safety, both
physical and emotional, by adult caregivers to the traumatized child,” (Hodas, 2006, p.
32). Through a safe environment, trauma informed care seeks to improve the lives of
human beings through assisting in the development and strengthening of self-advocacy
skills (Hodas, 2006). Trauma informed care requires the implementation of four
interconnected core components: (i) understanding trauma; (ii) understanding the
consumer-survivor (in this case, the child); (iii) understanding services; and (iv)
understanding the service relationship (Hodas, 2006). It is with the first component that
this work is most interconnected; as it seeks to explore the experiences of early childhood
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educators detecting and reporting CSA, but also what knowledge they hold regarding this
form of childhood trauma.
Additionally, should a school consider providing trauma-informed care to their
students, Harris and Fallot (2001) suggest 5 prerequisites for the establishment of a
system of trauma-informed care. These prerequisites: (i) administrative commitment to
change; (ii) universal screening; (iii) staff training and education; (iv) hiring practices;
and (v) review of policies and procedures; require long-term effort in order to sustain this
level of care. While all 5 prerequisites are vital, it is with the third, staff training and
education, that this work most aligns itself. Through understanding the reporting
experiences of early childhood educators with regards to child sexual abuse, the
researcher will also be ascertaining to what level these teachers are trained to identify
signs of, and report, CSA.
Educational and Early Childhood Educator Implications
Teachers report inadequate levels of training during their preservice (Baxter &
Beer, 1990; Kenny 2004; Sinanan, 2011) and in service (Baxter & Beer, 1990; Sinanan,
2011; Smith, 2009) teaching careers, which can lead to an inability to infer and/or
respond to the needs of their students. Unfortunately, there is little-to-no research
published in the United States regarding the knowledge and perspectives of teachers,
specifically early childhood educators, regarding CSA. There is, however, a small body
of work seeking to highlight the perspectives and knowledge of child maltreatment held
by teachers across varying grade-levels. For example, in one study involving 200 teachers
(Kenny, 2004), over 150 indicated that they should not be mandated to report child abuse;
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89% expressed that child abuse was not a serious problem in our society; and
14.5% indicated that they knew the signs of child sexual abuse. The current extant
literature, however, is primarily quantitative and therefore fails to provide further insight
into the development of the knowledge and perspectives disclosed by teachers. Thus, this
work sought out to begin to cultivate an understanding of how early childhood educators
develop these perspectives.
Furthermore, given that CSA remains the most underreported crime against
children (Smith, 2005), it is imperative to better understand some of the reasons why
early childhood educators are refraining from reporting suspected cases of CSA to CPS.
The present study, a grounded theory, provided an opportunity to begin theorizing as to
how current early childhood educators’ experiences reporting CSA could be
interconnected with the nation-wide tendency to under-report CSA to CPS. This
knowledge could help to inform micro- and macro-level systemic changes, which could
influence: i) preservice teacher preparation programs; ii) in-service teacher professional
development and training; and iii) an establishment of trust and communication between
CPS and public-school personnel.
Statement of Problem
Given the significant amount of time children spend in their presence, teachers are
in a unique position to serve as advocates for students (Kenny, 2004; Sinanan, 2011;
Smith, 2005). CSA is the most under-reported crime against children (Gilman, 2000;
Smith, 2005), thus, researchers suggest that one manner in which educators can serve as
advocates is through their ability to detect and report sexual abuse victims early, before
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they’re seriously injured or reach levels of chronic abuse. However, there is little research
available focused on examining the knowledge and detection/reporting experiences of
early childhood educators as it relates to CSA. Thus, there is a gap in the literature
regarding how the knowledge and experiences of early childhood educators can influence
their roles as child advocates, and the way they support children who are victims of
suspected or confirmed sexual abuse.
Furthermore, research has shown that the overwhelming majority of teacher
preparation programs (TPPs) and in-service professional developments do not offer
adequate training on detecting, reporting, preventing, and/or responding to CSA, nor do
they focus on strategies for teachers to support their students once abuse has been
suspected or confirmed. Thus, teachers are not adequately prepared on how to: (i) detect
the signs and symptomatology of CSA; and (ii) report suspicions of CSA to child
protective services (Reinger et al., 1995). This study enlightened researchers as to the
manner in which ECEs have navigated the process of reporting CSA within their schools
and/or to CPS.
Little is known regarding how early childhood education teachers perceive their
role as child advocates or gatekeepers to children’s likelihood of victimization. For
example, research by Kenny (2004) revealed that 80.5% of surveyed teachers agreed with
the statement teachers should not be mandated to report child abuse and 89% of
surveyed teachers disagreed with the statement child abuse is a serious problem in our
society. However, Kenny (2004) also found that 36% and 39.5% of teachers,
respectively, disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement I feel that administration
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would support me if I made a child abuse report; highlighting the importance of work
that can ascertain to what extent, if any, school administration influences, or offers
support through, the process of reporting child sexual abuse to CPS.
Research Purpose and Questions
Early childhood educators are mandated reporters according to CAPTA and South
Carolina state law. Research has highlighted that early childhood educators are in a
unique position to serve as child advocates through actions such as, but not limited to: (i)
detecting and reporting suspicions of CSA to child protective services; and (ii) supporting
students who have been victims of CSA. Thus, the purpose of this research was to
understand the experiences of current early childhood educators regarding detecting and
reporting CSA by answering the following research question: How do early childhood
educators navigate the process of reporting child sexual abuse?
Theoretical Framework
An amalgamation of several theories was utilized to better contextualize the
existing body of literature, and as an additional lens through which data collected could
be interpreted and understood. Kohlberg’s Stages of Moral Development (1971) and Nel
Noddings’ Theory of Care (1984) are used as frameworks to provide an additional lens in
contextualizing the actions or thought processes of educators, and potentially school
administration, when regarding CSA. Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs (1943) will be used
to better depict the significance of this work as it relates to child development and
wellbeing.
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Kohlberg’s Stages of Moral Development
In the 1970’s, Kohlberg expanded on Piaget’s work regarding the cognitive
development of children, to highlight the moral development of children (1971).
Kohlberg (1971) posited that children developed their moral reasoning over a series of
three levels, each consisting of two stages.
In Level 1: Preconventional Stage, the child learns the labels of good, bad, right,
and wrong and makes decisions based on their perceived outcome (Kohlberg, 1971). In
Stage 1: Punishment and Obedience Orientation, children base whether or not an action
is good or bad based on the physical consequences of the action (Kohlberg, 1971). In this
stage, there are no values associated with the decisions (Kohlberg, 1971). In Stage 2: The
Instrumental Relativist, children determine which action is right based on what brings
them gratification (Kohlberg, 1971). Decisions made during this stage do not consist of
values or morals, but rather based on a reciprocal approach to interactions with others
(Kohlberg, 1971).
In Level 2: Conventional Level, “the individual perceives the maintenance of the
expectations of his family, group, or nation as valuable in its own right, regardless of
immediate and obvious consequences,” (Kohlberg, 1971, p.1). In Stage 3: Good-boy,
Nice-girl Orientation, children determine which behavior is good based on what pleases
other people and is generally acceptable (Kohlberg, 1971). In Stage 4: ‘Law and Order’
Orientation, the child or individual becomes fixated on the rules, authority, and
maintaining social order (Kohlberg, 1971).
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While these two levels are important to acknowledge given their trajectory
towards further moral development in children and individuals, level 3 is most related to
this work. In Level 3: Post Conventional and Autonomous Level, “The individual makes
a clear effort to define moral values and principles that have validity and application apart
from the authority of the groups of persons holding them and apart from the individual's
own identification with the group,” (Kohlberg, 1971, p.1). Thus, children or individuals
are developing their own sense of morals and values apart from the group or social order.
In Stage 5: Social Contract Legalistic Orientation, children and individuals are aware of
the standards that have been agreed upon through the social order, but whether or not an
action is right is based on personal values and opinion (Kohlberg, 1971). In Stage 6:
Universal Ethical Principle Orientation, “Right is defined by the decision of conscience
in accord with self-chosen ethical principles that appeal to logical comprehensiveness,
universality, and consistency,” (Kohlberg, 1971, p.1). In this stage, individuals
acknowledge universal principles for justice, and human rights; decisions are made on the
basis that all human beings deserve equal respect and dignity.
Kohlberg’s (1971) Theory of Moral Development can be utilized to better
contextualize the detection and reporting experiences of early childhood teachers with
respect to CSA. For example, stage #1 posits that children (or individuals) determine
what is good or bad based on the consequences of their actions and use these outcomes to
make future decisions (Kohlberg, 1971). Research has found that some teachers base the
decision regarding whether to report future allegations of abuse based upon previous
outcomes of reported cases (Smith, 2006). Thus, to what extent have previous
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experiences of reporting child sexual abuse influenced future decisions to report
allegations?
Furthermore, research has found that when teachers do report suspected cases of
child abuse and maltreatment, they generally do so to school administration (Kenny,
2001). School administration is then left to determine whether they believe a report to
CPS should be made, albeit not legally within their purview, often based on their own
beliefs and/or limited understanding regarding the law (Bavolek, 1983). Thus, Kohlberg’s
Theory of Moral Development can be used to contextualize the decisions that school
administrators make regarding whether to report the allegations of child sexual abuse
made to them by their teachers. Do school administrators use their own judgement to
determine whether the case needs to be reported to CPS, which would align with Stage #5
- individuals determine what decision is ‘right’ based on their own opinions and beliefs.
Another possibility, however, is that they immediately support the teacher during their
process of reporting, given that they’re both legally required to do so; this would align
with Stage #4 (Kohlberg, 1971) in which individuals are fixated on rules and maintaining
the social order.
Nel Noddings’ Theory of Care
Interwoven with Kohlberg’s emphasis on moral reasoning as it relates to universal
justice is Nel Noddings’ work on the theory of care as it relates to professions that are
generally associated with caretaking (Noddings, 2008). Noddings (2002) posits that
social justice, as described by Kohlberg (1971) is essential, but deeply rooted in caring,
which some would argue to be a woman’s role (Noddings, 2008). In the sixth stage of
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Kohlberg’s (1971) moral development theory, the individual is committed to justice and
human rights, likely because they care enough about each human being to preserve their
right to dignity and respect. As Noddings’ (2008) work highlights, there are several
meanings of the word care and it is possible that the beliefs of teachers, specifically
regarding their role as mandated reporters, is embedded in their definition of what it
means to care but also in their perspective of whom should be responsible for the caring
(Noddings, 2008) and preservation of human rights (Kohlberg, 1971) of their students.
Noddings (2008) identifies a series of definitions and operationalizations of the
term care. The term care can be used to evoke concern, while highlighting that someone
may still fail to act upon that concern (Noddings, 2008). Another way the term care is
used is to convey worry and/or anxiety (Noddings, 2008). However, the term care can
also express someone’s caution or level of heed when approaching a situation (Nodding,
2008). The last two operationalizations of the term care offered by Noddings (2008) are
to symbolize someone’s charge of responsibility and/or to convey the level of detail
applied. While some of these uses for the word care may not lead us to a deeper
understanding of how teachers approach their decision to report or the process thereafter,
some of them can offer some insight. For example, do teachers, seemingly, navigate
through their process of reporting from the standpoint of someone who cares for their
students because they were charged with the obligation of doing so, or because they are
concerned or worried about the wellbeing of the child?
Nel Noddings’ (2008) work posits that there are certain elements that are present
within caring relations. In caring relations, there are two individuals present; the cared
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for is described as the person, in this case, child, receiving the care, while the carer is
defined as the person, in this case, educator, providing the caring. One such element is an
open and receptive attitude towards the needs of the cared for by the carer. The carer
demonstrates their level of engrossment (Noddings, 1984) by constantly, in an inferred
fashion, asking the cared for ‘what are you going through?’ (Noddings, 2008). The focus
of the carer is genuinely focused on the needs of the cared for. This particular element is
important to consider when ascertaining the experiences of teachers who have detected
potential victims of child sexual abuse, were these detections based on the carer’s level
of engrossment in the cared for’s well-being? Furthermore, is it possible that through
interviewing teachers regarding their experiences detecting and reporting child sexual
abuse, the researcher can ascertain whether or not they entered the teaching profession as
a carer, or merely as someone who intends to educate children without the responsibility
of caring for them?
Another element of Noddings’ (2008) theory of care is acting in such a way that
members within the web of care are not hurt. According to Noddings (2008), the carer is
responsible for utilizing their resources to act on behalf of the needs of the cared for.
Thus, if a teacher (carer) should infer that a child (cared for) is being sexually abused, or
experiencing other forms of maltreatment, the expectation is that the educator would use
their motivational displacement (Noddings, 2008) towards satisfying the needs of the
cared for by providing a report to CPS. Thus, is it possible that teachers, the carers, are
navigating through the process of reporting in such a way that it causes, potentially,
minimal harm or danger to the child, the cared for?

23

Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs
Maslow, a humanistic psychologist, believes that all humans strive towards
reaching their higher-level capabilities, therefore becoming a self-actualizing person
(Simons et al., 1987). He posits that humans metaphorically traverse through a linear
series of hierarchical needs, each level allowing access to the next, until the individual
has reached the fifth, and final, level of need, self-actualization (Maslow, 1943). These
hierarchical needs, a total of five: (i) physiological needs; (ii) safety and security; (iii)
love and belonging; (iv) self-esteem; and (v) self-actualization, are organized into a
pyramid (Maslow, 1943). The demands of each level of need are not felt or
acknowledged by the individual until the demands of the previous need are satisfied
(Maslow, 1943) resulting in a human’s inability to reach their fullest potential. While
Maslow (1943) acknowledges that there are human needs beyond these (e.g. spiritual) he
has established these as the ‘basic’ needs that are fundamental to human development and
actualization.
During Level One: Physiological Needs (Maslow, 1943) the primary demands are
for the biological needs of the human. These biological needs consist of oxygen, food,
water, and a consistent body temperature (Maslow, 1943). These needs are the strongest
needs, as someone who was deprived of all their needs would prioritize seeking
satisfaction by fulfilling their level one needs first (Maslow, 1943). After the demands
associated with these needs are met, the individual advances to the next higher need
(Maslow, 1943).
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During Level Two: Safety and Security (Maslow, 1943) the individual is in seek of
safety and security. Maslow (1943) has found that adults display little acknowledgement
of their need for safety, except in times of emergencies. Children most commonly display
their need for security and safety (Maslow, 1943). After the demands for this level are
satisfied, the following level becomes available (Maslow, 1943).
During Level Three: Love and Belonging (Maslow, 1943) people seek to have
their feelings of loneliness repressed. During this stage, individuals will partake in giving
and receiving love and affection from friendships, families, and intimate relationships
(Maslow, 1943).
During Level Four: Self Esteem (Maslow, 1943) individuals seek to establish their
needs for self-confidence and self-assurance from others. Maslow (1943) posits that
humans have a need to feel respected by others and to develop a stable and high level of
self-respect. After these needs are met, the individual is able to feel confident and
valuable regarding their place in the world (Maslow, 1943). Only after the four preceding
needs have been satisfied can someone activate the final hierarchical level (Maslow,
1943).
During the final stage, Level Five: Self-Actualization (Maslow, 1943) the
individual is seeking the ability to do what they were born to do, so-to-speak. Sometimes,
a person in seek of self-actualization can express feelings of tension or restlessness
(Maslow, 1943). These feelings will lead to a sentiment of ‘something is missing from
my life’ until the person is able to determine what they were born to do, such as a painter
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must paint, and a dancer must dance, so must the individual determine their passion
(Maslow, 1943).
The violent nature of CSA implies that children who are sexually abused are
unable to progress to Level Three: Love and Belonging (Maslow, 1943) or establish their
self-actualization through reaching level 5 (Maslow, 1943). If children who have been
sexually abused are able to reach levels 3 through 5 (Maslow, 1943), one can assume
they do so in a way that is fragmented, unhealthy, and incomplete. For instance, children
who have been sexually abused as preschoolers often develop unhealthy attachments
(Beaudoin et al., 2013), a sign that perhaps they are trying to access their Level 3 needs
despite their lack of established safety and/or security (Maslow, 1943). Children who are
exposed to assault or injustices begin to view the world as unreliable or unsafe (Maslow,
1943). Similarly, children who have been sexually abused display signs of physical
aggression because they’ve been taught to view the world as a hostile environment
(Séguin-Lemire, 2017).
Theory Interconnectedness
Theoretically, Kohlberg’s Stages of Moral Development (1971), Nel Noddings’
Theory of Care (2002; 2008), and Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs (1943) are
interconnected in a variety of ways (Figure 1). Kohlberg’s Stages of Moral Development
(1971), for example, focuses on the developmental trajectory of an individual’s morals
and the belief that all human beings deserve equal respect, human rights, and justice
(Kohlberg, 1971). The progress of an individual through Kohlberg's moral development
stages (1971) may influence to what extent they view themselves as a ‘carer’ (Noddings,
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1984); for example, an individual who believes that a child should not receive equal
human rights might not view themselves as someone who has to ‘care’ (Noddings, 1984)
for that child in the same way that someone who believes children deserve equal human
rights would. Furthermore, Kohlberg’s (1971) and Noddings’ (1984) theories influence
Maslow’s (1943) theory in various ways; (i) someone who does not feel as though
children are worthy of human rights is going to impede a child’s ability to move beyond
level 2 (Maslow, 1943) given they’ll likely struggle to offer a child the level of safety
needed; and (ii) someone who does not view themselves as a ‘carer’ (Noddings, 1984)
might also struggle to provide a child with the level of safety and security (level 2;
Maslow, 1943) or love and belonging (level 3; Maslow, 1943) a child needs. Therefore, a
teacher (carer) who infers the needs of her students (Noddings, 1984) and reports it to
CPS, whether because it’s legally required (Stage #3; Kohlberg, 1971) or perhaps
because all children deserve human rights (Stage #6; Kohlberg, 1971), is directly
influencing a child’s ability to make progress towards self-actualization through
providing safety and security (level 2; Maslow, 1943).
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Nature of the Study
Ground Theory is, “a general methodology for developing theory that is grounded
in data systematically gathered and analyzed,” (Strauss & Corbin, 1994, p.273). Theory is
defined differently based on whether the researcher is a positivist or interpretivist; given
that the primary researcher of this work aligns with interpretivist ideals, theory will be
loosely defined as “a general proposition, or logically-connected system of general
propositions, which establishes a relationship between two or more variables,” (Charmaz,
2014, p.229). Interpretivist theories, “assume emergent, multiple realities {and}
indeterminacy” (Charmaz, 2014, p.231) and therefore provide an opportunity to
understand how people construct their actions through the theories constructed by the
researcher (Mills et al., 2006).
The following Grounded Theory sought to highlight the experiences of current
early childhood educators who have navigated the process of reporting child sexual abuse
within their schools and/or to child protective services. However, because Grounded
Theories provide an opportunity to “conceptualize the studied phenomenon to understand
it in abstract terms,” (Charmaz, 2014, p.231) this research will also serve to theorize
possible reasons as to why there is a tendency to under-report child sexual abuse. A
constructivist grounded theory (Ramalho et al., 2015) was selected for this work because
the data, themes, and theories that emerge are co-constructed by the research participants
and the researcher (Charmaz, 2014) given that the themes and theories emerging are
based on the analysis and interpretation of the researcher.
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The sample included current early childhood educators who teach prekindergarten through 2nd-grade in public schools across seven local districts within the
upstate of South Carolina. Study participants were recruited through a two-stage process:
(i) voluntarily completing a survey regarding their demographics, in addition to their
beliefs of, and experiences with, CSA; and (ii) voluntarily agreeing to participate in a
semi-structured interview after completing the survey. Interviewees were initially going
to be selected based on their responses to two screening questions: (i) do you believe
early childhood educators should be mandated reporters of child sexual abuse? and/or
(ii) Do you believe that child sexual abuse is a serious issue in our society?. However, in
grounded theory research, while there is an initial research question that guides the initial
inquiry and data collection, the RQ transforms through the data analysis process
(Charmaz, 2014). Thus, given that the RQ shifted from What are the beliefs of ECEs who
feel as though they should not be mandated reporters of CSA? to What are the
experiences of current ECEs who have reported CSA?, surveyees who responded yes to
Have you ever reported child sexual abuse to CPS or School Administration? were
contacted for a follow-up interview, in so long as they’d provided consent for the
researcher to do so.
Given the nature of this work, consideration was given towards the benefits and
drawbacks of virtual interviews when compared to in-person. However, while there is
work to support the utilization of both techniques, in-person interviews were selected
because it allowed for the interviewee and the researcher to authentically establish
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rapport and a level of comfort needed, particularly when discussing sensitive topics
(Holstein & Gubrium, 2003).
Significance
Adverse Childhood Experiences (ACEs) literature provides a well-documented
correlation between a child’s exposure to an ACE and their likelihood of experiencing a
host of long-term influences, such as suicide and drug abuse (Anda et al., 2005; Dube et
al., 2001; Edwards et al., 2003). Researchers (Dube et al., 2003; Felitti et al., 1998) agree
that the likelihood of someone experiencing a risk factor increases significantly with each
additional ACE they’ve experienced, often leading to a cacophony of poor health choices
and life outcomes.
According to the CDC (2018), there were over 1,000,000 suicide attempts in the
year 2017, nearly 50,000 of those attempts resulted in death. Dube et al. (2001) posits
that roughly two-thirds of the suicide attempts we see annually are due to traumatic and
abusive childhood experiences. Based on their findings, Dube et al. (2001) reported that
the chances of someone attempting suicide increases by 60% with each additional ACE
score. Of the respondents who had admitted attempting suicide, 9.1% of them had been
sexually abused as a child (Dube et al., 2001). Briere & Runtz (1986, 1987) found that
one of the most notable long-term effects of CSA was the likelihood of attempted suicide
as an adult.
In a sample of 17, 337 adults, 6.5% reported alcoholism, while 16.5% and 28.4%
reported illicit drug use and depression, respectively (Dube et al., 2001). In a sample of
13,494 adult respondents, 5.9% reported that they would consider themselves alcoholics
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(Felitti et al., 1998). In 2003, Dube et al. (2001) found that 27% of their 8,613
participants reported illicit drug use, with a, “2- to 4-fold increase in the likelihood of
illicit drug use by age 14,” (p.567) with each increase within the 10 identified ACEs
experiences. Additionally, 22% of a 13,494-sample of adults would admit to having had
experienced depression for at least two weeks in any given year (Felitti et al., 1998). A
child having had been sexually abused was at least four times more likely than a nonabused child to be severely depressed (Briere & Runtz, 1987; Lanktree et al., 1991;
Lipovsky et al., 1989; Stein et al., 1988), a diagnosis that will last well into adolescence
and adulthood, given that adult survivors of CSA have a “four-time greater lifetime risk
for major depression,” (Briere & Elliot, 1994, p.57).
Thus, this research is significant because it allowed researchers to understand the
reporting experiences of those posited as the first line of defense between children and
their experiences with CSA. Understanding the detection and reporting experiences of
early childhood educators with respect to CSA could lead to a better understanding of: (i)
how preservice teacher candidates can be better trained prior to entering the field; (ii)
how to effectively offer professional development opportunities to help teachers detect,
respond to, and report CSA and other forms of child maltreatment; and (iii) how the
reporting experiences of teachers regarding CSA relates to the tendency of educators to
under-report CSA.
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Key Terms and Definitions
Given the extent to which this research relies on jargon found primarily within the
education, criminal justice, or sociology fields, the following is a list of key terms and
their accompanying definitions, as per the purposes of this study.
Child Sexual Abuse Definition & Definitional Discrepancies
In 1999, during their Consultation on Child Abuse Prevention, the World Health
Organization adopted the following definition of CSA:
“Child sexual abuse is the involvement of a child in sexual activity that he
or she does not fully comprehend, is unable to give informed consent to, or
for which the child is not developmentally prepared and cannot give
consent, or that violates the laws or social taboos of society. Child sexual
abuse is evidenced by this activity between a child and an adult or another
child who by age or development is in a relationship of responsibility, trust
or power, the activity being intended to gratify or satisfy the needs of the
other person. This may include but is not limited to: i) the inducement or
coercion of a child to engage in any unlawful sexual activity; ii) the
exploitative use of a child in prostitution or other unlawful sexual practices;
and iii) the exploitative use of children in pornographic performance and
materials,” (WHO, 1999).
While the World Health Organization has adopted the aforementioned definition,
the Child Welfare Information Gateway (2016), a service through the Children’s Bureau
of the United States Administration for Children and Families, found that each state
operationalizes their own definition of the term child sexual abuse. Consequently, this
lack of definitional cohesiveness led researchers (Finkelhor & Redfield, 1884; Haugaard,
2000; Haugaard & Reppucci, 1988) to conclude that there are definitional discrepancies
evident across various research (e.g. psychology, sociology, anthropology) and
professional (e.g. social work, legal personnel, law enforcement) fields. These
definitional discrepancies make it difficult for: i) mandated reporters to disclose
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allegations of abuse to Child Protective Services (hereafter referred to as CPS); ii) law
enforcement and legal personnel to prosecute and/or make legal recommendations for
cases of suspected CSA; and iii) social workers and mental health practitioners to provide
adequate interventions and services to the child and their family (Haugaard, 2000).
Haugaard (2000) found that the most prominent issue when trying to
conceptualize one commonly accepted definition for CSA is that each word in the term
child sexual abuse has been operationalized differently across research and professional
fields. First, researchers (e.g. Fromuth, 1986; Russell, 1983; Wurr & Partridge, 1996)
have defined the term child differently, causing statistics regarding the prevalence of
CSA to be skewed given that some researchers are including victims through age 18
while others may only include victims through age 16.
Second, the term sexual is also ambiguous and difficult to systematically define
(Haugaard, 2000) given legal, professional, and cultural differences regarding what is and
isn’t considered a sexual behavior. The aforementioned is complicated further when we
consider that what is or is not considered a sexual behavior is often based on the
circumstances and/or context of the behavior. Haugaard (2000) offers the following
example to highlight his point:
“Few people would suggest that it is sexual abuse for a father to bathe his
2-year-old daughter, and many would argue that it is sexual abuse for the
same father to bathe his 14-year-old daughter. At what age must a father
stop bathing his daughter to avoid sexually abusing her?” (p.1037).
He offers a second example to highlight how context is considered when
determining whether a behavior is considered sexual or not; a father who massages his
10-year-old daughter’s upper thighs at night before bed may be considered a sexual
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behavior, while the same father massaging his daughter’s upper thighs after a soccer
game may be viewed as appropriate. Lastly, Haugaard (2000) posits that the word abuse
in the term child sexual abuse creates another obstacle in determining a cohesive
definition for CSA. Rind, Tromovitch, and Bauserman (1998) argue that abuse indicates
the presence of observable harm, while Haugaard (2000) found that even dictionaries
have a variety of definitions for the term abuse.
Adverse Childhood Experiences (ACEs):
Adverse Childhood Experiences (ACEs) are a set of household dysfunction and
abusive experiences that, if and when exposed to as children aged birth through 18, have
been found to correlate with a higher likelihood of poor health and lifestyle outcomes as
adults (Felitti et al., 1998). Exposure to each ACE is determined based on responses to
the ACE Questionnaire, in which the respondent categorizes their exposure as: never,
once or twice, sometimes, often, or very often (Dube et al., 2001). The following provides
an extensive overview of the ACEs Questionnaire as it serves to define each of the ACEs.
Emotional Abuse:
“Emotional abuse was determined from answers to 2 questions from the
CTS: (1) ‘how often did a parent, stepparent, or adult living in your home
swear at you, insult you, or put you down?’ and (2) ‘how often did a
parent, stepparent, or adult living in your home act in a way that made you
afraid you might be physically hurt?’ Responses of ‘often’ or ‘very often’
to either item defined emotional abuse during childhood,” (Dube et al.,
2001, p.3091).
Physical Abuse:
“A 2-part question from the CTS was used to describe childhood physical
abuse: ‘Sometimes parents or other adults hurt children. How often did a
parent, stepparent, or adult living in your home (1) push, grab, slap, or
throw something at you or (2) hit you so hard that you had marks or were
injured?’ A respondent was defined as being physically abused if the
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response was ‘often’ or ‘very often’ to the first part or ‘sometimes,’
‘often,’ or ‘very often’ to the second part,” (Dube et al., 2001, p.3091).
Sexual Abuse:
“Four questions from Wyatt (1985) were adapted to define contact sexual
abuse during childhood, ‘Some people, while they are growing up in their
first 18 years of life, had a sexual experience with an adult or someone at
least 5 years older than themselves. These experiences may have involved
a relative, family friend, or stranger. During the first 18 years of life, did
an adult, relative, family friend, or stranger ever (1) touch or fondle your
body in a sexual way, (2) have you touch their body in a sexual way, (3)
attempt to have any type of sexual intercourse with you (oral, anal, or
vaginal), or (4) actually have any type of sexual intercourse with you (oral,
anal, or vaginal)?’ A ‘yes’ response to any of the 4 questions classified a
respondent as having experienced contact sexual abuse during childhood”
(Dube et al., 2001, p.3091).
Battered Mother:
“We used 4 questions from the CTS to define childhood exposure to a
battered mother. ‘Sometimes physical blows occur between parents. How
often did your father (or stepfather) or mother's boyfriend do any of these
things to your mother (or stepmother)? (1) Push, grab, slap, or throw
something at her, (2) kick, bite, hit her with a fist, or hit her with
something hard, (3) repeatedly hit her over at least a few minutes, or (4)
threaten her with a knife or gun, or use a knife or gun to hurt her.’ A
response of ‘sometimes,’ ‘often,’ or ‘very often’ to either the first or
second question or any response other than ‘never’ to either the third or
the fourth question defined a respondent as having had a battered mother,”
(Dube et al., 2001, p.3091).
Household Substance Abuse:
“Two questions asked whether respondents, during their childhood, lived
with a problem drinker or alcoholic or with anyone who used street drugs.
An affirmative response to either of these questions indicated childhood
exposure to substance abuse in the household,” (Dube et al., 2001,
p.3091).
Mental Illness in Household:
“A ‘yes’ response to the question ‘Was anyone in your household
mentally ill or depressed?’ defined this adverse childhood experience,”
(Dube et al., 2001, p.3091).
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Parental Separation or Divorce:
“This experience was defined as a "yes" response to the question "Were
your parents ever separated or divorced?’,” (Dube et al., 2001, p.3091).
Incarcerated Household Members:
“This experience was defined as having had childhood exposure to a
household member who was incarcerated,” (Dube et al., 2001, p.3091).
Child Maltreatment and Neglect:
“Any recent act or failure to act on the part of a parent or caretaker, which results in
death, serious physical or emotional harm, sexual abuse, or exploitation, or an act or
failure to act which presents an imminent risk of serious harm,” (CAPTA Reauthorization
Act of 2010, as cited by Child Welfare Information Gateway, 2016).
Child Protective Services (CPS):
Term used to describe a government agency, present in every state including the District
of Columbia, that is responsible for providing protection to children aged birth through
18. This agency is also responsible for receiving, responding to, and investigating calls of
suspected child abuse and/or neglect.
Mandated Reporter Professional:
Term used to describe someone, who by virtue of their profession/career, is legally
required to report suspicions of child abuse and neglect to the required authorities (e.g.
CPS).
In-service Teachers:
Term used to describe educators who are actively teaching in the field. This can refer to
an educator at a private or public-school setting, regardless of the age- or grade-range
they are responsible for teaching.
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Early Childhood Educators:
Term used to describe a teacher who is currently, or was formerly, teaching children who
fall within the early childhood age-range of birth through 8 years old. This term can refer
to teachers at private and public settings who teach at childcare centers, preschools, child
development centers, 3K/4K settings, and elementary schools (through grade 2).
Child Advocate:
Term used to describe an individual who speaks and acts on behalf of the best interest of
children’s well-being and safety.
Summary
Even though sexual violence against children has existed in our country since the
early 1800’s, CSA would not receive national-level attention until the 1970’s during the
feminist movement. It would take roughly another twenty years before the World Health
Organization would adopt a formal definition for CSA, and in the time since their
adaptation of said definition, researchers (Finkelhor & Redfield, 1884; Haugaard, 2000;
Haugaard & Reppucci, 1988) would find a host of discrepancies when concerning the
operationalization of the term child sexual abuse within professional and research fields.
Preschool-aged children who are victimized by CSA are found to suffer from a
variety of short- and long-term social-emotional and developmental sequelae. Preschoolaged victims are more likely to display PTSD-symptomatology, social anxiety,
depression, and trouble sleeping. Additionally, research found that children who were
sexually abused were likely to have lower IQs, struggle in math and reading, have
attention deficits, and be recommended for special education services more frequently
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than children without a sexually abusive history. Additionally, the likelihood that
children would be expelled or suspended is high, given there is an increased likelihood of
time spent outside of the classroom due to physical aggression and anger outbursts.
The self-reported nature of CSA, children’s likelihood to wait before disclosing
abuse to an adult, and a mandated reporter’s willingness to formally report allegations of
CSA to Child Protective services have contributed to the difficulty in establishing
accurate CSA prevalence statistics. Nevertheless, Tejada & Linder’s (2018) review of
CSA literature found that roughly 400,000 children are sexually abused annually, 34% of
these victims would be younger than age 9.
Research positions teachers are ideal detectors and reporters of child sexual abuse
(e.g. Sinanan, 2011; Smith, 2005). However, the vast majority of teachers agree that they
should not be responsible for reporting allegations of child maltreatment and neglect to
child protective services (Kenny, 2004). Interestingly enough, when asked if they knew
the definition to child sexual abuse, only 15% indicated that they did (Kenny, 2004),
implying that the overwhelming majority of their sample was unaware of the signs and
symptoms of a crime that they’re responsible for detecting and reporting. However,
given that most, if not all, of the limited research available is quantitative, current
literature fails to expand upon these findings; such as exploring why teachers feel as
though they shouldn’t be mandated reporters; considering the factors that may related to a
national tendency to under-report child sexual abuse; or ascertaining the types of child
maltreatment trainings offered to teachers designed to help them serve in their roles as
detectors and reporters of several forms of child abuse. This research expanded up extant
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literature by providing insight regarding what teachers know regarding child sexual abuse
(e.g. their perceived definition of CSA, for example) and how they experience and
navigate the process of reporting child sexual abuse.
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
Researchers have concurred that teachers are ideal detectors, assessors, reporters,
and preventers of the sexual abuse of children due to the significant amount of time spent
in their presence (e.g. Sinanan, 2011; Smith, 2005). Thus, given that teachers have been
positioned by researchers to serve as child advocates, discerning the knowledge and
experiences of teachers with respect to CSA is critical as it likely influences the way
teachers fulfill their child advocacy responsibilities. One such way an educator’s child
advocacy role can be further contextualized is through their detecting and reporting
tendencies, as well as by examining existing hindrances to a teacher’s ability to detect
and/or report child maltreatment and neglect. It is especially crucial to ascertain the
knowledge and experiences of early childhood educators, given that 35% of CSA victims
within the United States are under the age of 8. Contextualizing the experiences of
educators detecting and reporting CSA allows researchers to better understand potential
barriers to a teacher’s ability to serve as an advocate for children. Additionally,
interviewing teachers who have navigated the process of reporting child sexual abuse
could serve as a reference for other educators who are uncertain of what the path from
CSA detection to report looks like.
Unfortunately, extant literature concerning the knowledge of educators with
respect to CSA is limited both nationally and internationally. However, the body of work
examining the hindrances to, and practices of, detecting and reporting child maltreatment
and neglect is slightly more robust. Nevertheless, it is important to note that there are a
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few limitations to the following review of the available literature: i) given historical
trends regarding societal interest in CSA, much of the work published was between the
1980’s - 1990’s in the immediate aftermath of CAPTA and Mandated Reporting laws; ii)
there is little-to-no published work seeking to examine the knowledge or experiences of
early childhood educators specifically; iii) there is little-to-no available literature focusing
on CSA specifically; and iv) an overwhelming majority of the available work is
quantitative, offering the results of surveys but failing to provide a qualitative
understanding to their statistical data.
The aforementioned limitations highlight the importance and timeliness of this
work, given that the researcher would be seeking to contextualize the detection and
reporting experiences, as well as held knowledge, of early childhood educators,
specifically, with regards to CSA through a series of semi-structured interviews. This
work would fill the existing gap in literature by allowing practicing early childhood
educators to provide context to existing survey work (e.g. Kenny, 2004) by elaborating
on their experiences.
Literature Review Methods
Because extant literature in this field is limited, the researcher wanted to ensure
accuracy in the detection and inclusion of relevant peer-reviewed articles; thus, a twostep process was utilized. Step one included a broad search across several databases
through EBSCOhost and Google Scholar, which resulted in the discovery of some
articles to be included within the literature review. Step two entailed a thorough analysis
of the references section of each of the preliminary articles found during step one, which
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lead to the discovery of additional peer-reviewed journals to be included within the
literature review. A detailed explanation of each step follows below.
Inclusionary Criteria
When determining whether an article was relevant to the proposed body of work
and suitable for the literature review, the following criteria were used: (i) peer-reviewed
article; (ii) published in English; and (iii) article’s title included some amalgamation of
the identified search terms or phrases.
Step One
During step one of the literature search, two resources were utilized: i) Google
Scholar; and ii) Clemson Libraries’ EBSCO Multiple Database Search with Academic
Search Complete, and Academic Search Premier databases selected. The following
keywords were used when searching these databases: i) Child sexual abuse; ii) Mandated
reporting; iii) Early childhood educators or early childhood teachers; iv) Child sexual
abuse reporting; and v) attitudes and/or beliefs. Searches through EBSCO Multiple
Database Search utilizing an amalgamation of the key-terms resulted in 6 peer-reviewed
journal articles; after considering the inclusionary criteria, 1 article was included in the
literature review.
The following phrases were used when searching through the previously
identified databases: i) Early childhood educators (or teachers) beliefs regarding child
sexual abuse; ii) Early childhood educators (or teachers) beliefs regarding child sexual
abuse reporting; iii) Early childhood educators (or teachers) beliefs regarding mandated
reporting; iv) Early childhood educators (or teachers) experiences reporting child sexual
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abuse; and v) Early childhood educators (or teachers) knowledge regarding child sexual
abuse. Searches through EBSCO Multiple Database Search of these phrases generated a
total of 0 peer-reviewed journals. Searches through Google Scholar of these phrases
generated a total of 615,800 peer-reviewed articles; after considering the inclusionary
criteria, a total of 22 peer-reviewed articles were selected for inclusion in the literature
review.
There are, however, several points that need to be noted regarding the search
results through google scholar: (i) search results included international research; (ii)
search results depict peer-reviewed articles whose titles include any of the words
searched within the phrase (e.g. early childhood teachers), resulting in a significant
amount of results that were unrelated to this work and therefore would not be included;
and (iii) the 615,800 peer-reviewed articles include duplicated peer-reviewed articles that
were included from previous search phrase results (e.g. some articles displayed in the 1st
search were also present in the 2nd search, and included in the total number of articles
included).
It is important to note that much of the work included in the following literature
review is not specific to early childhood educators/teachers or child sexual abuse due to
the limited published work available that seek to contextualize the interconnection
between the two. In fact, only two articles (Marquez-Flores, 2016; Smith, 2009) that were
remotely related to the topic of this work were identified through primary and secondary
search methodologies. However, one focused on early childhood educators and their
perspectives on various forms of child maltreatment and mandated reporting, and the
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other, while focused on child sexual abuse, specifically, surveyed teachers who taught
preschool through high school in Spain. Thus, to establish a foundation from which to
justify the need for research specifically geared towards early childhood educators with
respect to child sexual abuse, work that sought to contextualize educators and their
knowledge/beliefs related to reporting/detecting child maltreatment were included.
Step Two
During step two of the literature search, the references section of each of the
selected peer-reviewed articles from step one were reviewed closely to determine if there
were additional works that were relevant to the topic of the proposed work (or the
literature review) and met the inclusionary criteria. Google Scholar’s Cited by and
Related Articles were also utilized to help determine if there were additional works that
could be included, and to ensure that a thorough literature review search had been
implemented.
Educators’ Knowledge regarding Child Maltreatment & Neglect
Preservice and in-service teachers, in addition to other professionals who will
work professionally with children, are not adequately prepared to fulfill their roles as
detectors and reporters of child maltreatment and neglect (Baxter & Beer, 1990; Kenny,
2004; Smith, 2005) in part due to their limited knowledge regarding the various forms of
child abuse. The current body of work seeking to ascertain the knowledge held by
educators regarding child sexual abuse, specifically, is limited. In an attempt to
synthesize this specific niche of research, data regarding the knowledge of mandated
reporters regarding child sexual abuse has been extracted. However, little-to-none of this
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work specifically focuses on early childhood educators, further highlighting the need for
this research.
Alvarez et al. (2014) found that professionals who are mandated reporters “often
lack adequate knowledge,” (p.564) associated with the various forms of child
maltreatment and neglect. For example, in a study that surveyed over 330 university
students, many reported uncertainties regarding whether certain acts (e.g. touching an
infant's genitals) were considered abusive in nature (Smith, 2005). Regarding child sexual
abuse, university students across a variety of majors could not agree on whether or not
certain acts, such as showing pornography to a 5-year-old daughter, was sexually abusive
(Smith, 2005). Similarly, a study surveying 141 ECE professionals and undergraduate
students, participants were uncertain as to whether genital foundling was sexually abusive
in nature (Smith, 2009). In a study surveying 200 teachers in Miami-Dade County, only
14.5% of respondents strongly agreed or agreed with the statement I am aware of the
signs of child sexual abuse (Kenny, 2004). Another study, which surveyed mandated
reporters who’d attended a NYC-based training aimed at increasing knowledge of the
various forms of child abuse, found that all teachers who attended left feeling as though
they still needed more training in reporting procedures and indicators of child abuse
(Reiniger, 1993).
Baxter and Beer (1990) surveyed 42 members of school personnel in a rural,
north-central Kansas school district, and found that 45% of their respondents were
uncertain as to whether or not all school personnel were mandated reporters under Kansas
law; only 14% reported feeling adequately prepared to assist abused children; lastly, and
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perhaps most alarming, 10%, albeit a small percentage, reported not knowing that there
was law requiring the mandating reporting of child abuse and neglect in Kansas. These
results are critical to consider, as it corroborates research that has found levels of
preservice and in-service teacher training opportunities to be inadequate. Additionally, it
highlights how teachers are likely to continue under-reporting child maltreatment and
neglect to CPS, given their uncertainty regarding their mandated reporter status.
Educators’ Beliefs regarding Child Maltreatment & Neglect
Educator’s Beliefs and Biases - International
Despite a worldwide prevalence of 7.4% in males and 19.2% in females (Baccino
& Martrille, 2016), there is limited work published internationally regarding the beliefs
of teachers with respect to CSA; little-to-none of the available work focuses on those of
early childhood educators.
In one study surveying the knowledge and beliefs with respect to CSA of 450
teachers of various grades in Malaga, Spain (Marquez-Flores, Marquez-Hernandez, &
Granados-Gamez, 2016), results found that 14% of respondents felt as though the
testimony of a minor was less credible than that of an adult. Additionally, and similar to
underreporting trends within the United States, 41.3% of teachers indicated that they
would not report suspicions of CSA to authorities (Marquez-Flores et al., 2016). 40% of
teachers indicated they felt as though the main criteria for determining whether an act
was CSA or not was consent from the child (Marquez-Flores et al., 2016), implying that
teachers in Spain believe that a minor can legally consent to sexual activity with another
individual. Nearly 20% of teachers agreed that ‘often, minors invent having been victims
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of sexual abuse’ (Marquez-Flores et al., 2016) and while not statistically significant it is
worth noting that 2.4% of teachers agreed that ‘minor victims are responsible for what
happens to them, since they can prevent it’ (Marquez-Flores et al., 2016). These statistics
are especially concerning because it depicts how some teachers in Spain are placing the
blame on children for having been sexually assaulted.
These results are critical to consider because they highlight several key things: i)
teachers are less likely to believe a child who reports being sexually abused; ii) some
teachers believe that children can control whether or not they are abused; iii) teachers
believe that children can legally consent to sex; and iv) similar to the US, Spain also has a
problem with teachers’ underreporting of child maltreatment and neglect.
Educator’s Beliefs and Biases - United States
Most teachers do not wish to be considered mandated reporters of child
maltreatment or neglect (Alvarez et al., 2004; Baxter & Beer, 1990; Kenny, 2001; Kenny,
2004; Reiniger et al., 1993). For example, one study found that 90% of teachers strongly
agreed or agreed with the statement ‘teachers should not be mandated to report abuse’
and 68% either strongly agreed or agreed with the statement ‘parents have a right to
discipline their children in whatever manner they see fit’ (Kenny, 2001). 80% of
surveyed teachers from Miami-Dade School District indicated that they felt as though
teachers should not be mandated to report child maltreatment, only 8% thought they
should be mandated reporters in the state of Florida specifically (Kenny, 2004). Alvarez
et al. (2004) found that some teachers simply do not wish to be involved with the legal
proceeding following a formal report of child maltreatment, while others stated they feel
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overwhelmed by the amount of time it takes to submit a report to CPS and comply with
any interviews or legal proceedings that might follow. Some teachers simply felt as
though reporting child maltreatment was not their job (Kenny, 2000), however, it is
unclear as to upon whom they place this responsibility.
Baxter and Beer (1990) found that 66% of teachers reported feeling apprehensive
about their roles as mandated reporters, expressing a desire to better understand the
definitions of, and how to detect, different forms of maltreatment. This same study also
found that 50% of teachers reported feeling unprepared to assist children who’d disclosed
maltreatment or neglect, an additional 36% were uncertain as to their level of
preparedness (Baxter & Beer, 1990). This is particularly concerning, given that a number
of researchers have indicated that teachers are uniquely positioned to detect, report, and
respond to cases of alleged child maltreatment and neglect (Baxter & Beer, 1990; Kenny,
2004; Reiniger et al., 1993), begging the question of how we can expect early childhood
educators to respond to children who have allegedly been abused if they feel unprepared
to do so?
While the available literature regarding the beliefs of educators with respect to
CSA is limited, there is a body of work focused on the hindrances to detecting and
reporting child maltreatment, as well as teachers’ detection and reporting practices. A
review of the available work in these areas can serve to form a more holistic
understanding regarding the beliefs and knowledge of educators based on current extant
literature. Additionally, a thorough review of available work might serve as a window
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through which we can better understand the detecting and reporting experiences of
teachers, therefore by understanding the underreporting of child sexual abuse.
Detection and Reporting of Child Maltreatment & Neglect
Teachers are distinctively situated, given their access to children, to serve as
detectors, and reporters of child maltreatment and neglect (Martin et al., 2010; Sinanan,
2011; Smith, 2005). However, the current extant literature has found that while public
schools in the United States account for the most annual reports of child maltreatment
and neglect to CPS, they also account for the most unreported cases of child maltreatment
and neglect (Kenny, 2000). While there are a variety of barriers that can hinder a
teacher’s ability to detect and report allegations of child maltreatment and neglect, there
is a gap in the literature specifically regarding why early childhood educators fail to
report child sexual abuse. The existing gap is concerning given child sexual abuse occurs
at alarmingly high rates, annually, yet it is the most underreported crime against children
(Gilman, 2000; Smith, 2005).
Mandated reporting policies and procedures were established in the United States
in the 1970’s, after Kemp et al. (1962) established the Battered Child Syndrome, sparking
a national-level concern for physical child abuse. It was not until the Child Abuse
Prevention and Treatment Act (CAPTA) was established, that mandated reporting laws
would include other forms of child maltreatment and neglect, such as child sexual abuse.
CAPTA required that states establish mandated reporting policies and procedures in
exchange for federal funding to help towards identifying cases of child maltreatment and
neglect, such as establishing state-level child protective services (CPS) agencies.
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Existing barriers to detecting allegations of child maltreatment and neglect
include a lack of and/or inadequate training, and the inability to detect abuse-specific
symptomatology. Research has established that preservice teachers are not adequately
training during their teacher preparation programs in identifying, reporting, or responding
to child maltreatment and neglect (Sinanan, 2011; Smith, 2005, Smith, 2009). Similarly,
seasoned and novice in-service teachers have reported that their professional
development experiences relating to detecting and reporting child abuse is scant,
potentially causing teachers to feel unprepared in their roles as mandated reporters.
Furthermore, research has found that teachers are unsure of the signs and symptoms
associated with the various forms of child maltreatment and neglect. Teachers have
reported feeling frustrated by the lack of abuse-specific symptomatology, causing an
uncertainty regarding whether what they’re observing is actually abuse. Similarly, some
teachers have noted that unless there are physical signs of child maltreatment, they refrain
from reporting, as other signs and symptoms are too ambiguous to detect.
Detection of child maltreatment incidents is one obstacle to the trend of underreporting to CPS. Researchers have found that there are a variety of hindrances to
reporting allegations of maltreatment and neglect to CPS, as well. For example, educators
and other school personnel report they are apprehensive about reporting suspicions of
child maltreatment and neglect because they fear that parents and/or family members will
retaliate with legal repercussions should their report to CPS be deemed unfounded.
Teachers have also expressed that mandated reporting policies and procedures can have
an influence on their decision to contact CPS, especially when their school or district
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policies are in direct contrast with state recommendations. Many, if not all, of these
hindrances infer systematic micro- and macro-level changes that need to be made towards
mitigating the under-reporting dilemma found within public schools.
The following offers a review of available literature regarding the detection and
reporting of child maltreatment and neglect by educators and school personnel. However,
there are several limitations to consider regarding the literature review that follows.
While a limited body of work exists highlighting the hindrances to detecting, assessing,
and reporting child maltreatment, little-to-no work exists regarding how early childhood
educators detect or report child maltreatment, specifically child sexual abuse.
Furthermore, little is known regarding why specifically teachers make the decision
against reporting, even when they know they are legally mandated under mandated
reporting laws to make suspicions of child maltreatment and neglect known to CPS.
Lastly, little-to-no published work is available in the United States focusing on the
knowledge and beliefs of early childhood educators regarding the detection, reporting,
and prevention of child sexual abuse, specifically. This work will contribute to the latter,
offering early childhood educators the opportunity to expand upon their beliefs and
perspectives regarding child sexual abuse within the United States.
CAPTA and Mandated Reporting Laws
A Brief Synopsis of CAPTA
According to the Child Welfare Information Gateway (2019), the Child Abuse
Prevention and Treatment Act (CAPTA) was established on January 31st of 1974. One
component to CAPTA is that it requires states to establish i) “provisions or procedures
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for an individual to report known and suspected instances of child abuse and neglect”;
and ii) “State law for mandatory reporting by individuals required to report such
instances,” (CAPTA, p.26). Thus, all 50 US states in addition to the District of Columbia,
Guam, and Puerto Rico have statutes that identify those who are required to report
suspected child maltreatment and neglect to CPS (Child Welfare Information Gateway,
2019). In exchange for the establishment of these statutes, states receive federal funding
towards establishing their CPS agencies (Child Welfare Information Gateway, 2019). In
roughly 48 states, there are statutes identifying professions whose members are
automatically considered mandated reporters of child maltreatment and neglect (Child
Welfare Information Gateway, 2019). CAPTA was recently amended on January 7th of
2019 by the Victims of Child Abuse Act Reauthorization Act of 2018 (Child Welfare
Information Gateway, 2019). The new amendment provides immunity from civil and
criminal liability to all people who make a report of suspected child maltreatment and
neglect in good faith (Child Welfare Information Gateway, 2019).
Mandated Reporter Laws
Mandated reporting laws have been established in many countries around the
world, including The United States of America, with the goal of, “detecting cases of
maltreatment at an early stage to protect children and facilitate the provision of services
to these families,” (Mathews & Kenny, 2008, p.50). After Kempe et al. (1962) coined the
term Battered Child Syndrome, mandatory reporting laws would be developed and
enacted in the US by 1976 (Mathews & Kenny, 2008). Initially, these mandated reporting
laws were limited to medical professionals who suspected physical abuse of a child
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(Kalichman, 1999). After CAPTA was enacted in 1974, mandated reporting laws across
all states were amended to: i) include mandated reporters across a variety of professions;
and ii) include sexual, emotional, psychological abuse and neglect allegations (Mathews
& Kenny, 2008). Professions are selected as mandated reporters if, “they are likely to
come into contact with children in their work, and are seen as well-placed by virtue of
their occupation, training, and knowledge to detect abuse and neglect,” (Mathews &
Kenny, 2008, p.53). Though, ironically, an extensive body of literature has found that
many mandated reporters would indicate that they are not adequately trained to detect
and/or report child maltreatment and neglect. Some states, South Carolina for example,
have amended their mandated reporting laws to include cases of child maltreatment or
neglect specific to illegal substances and drugs; for example, allegations of “substanceexposed newborns”, “exposing a child to the criminal distribution, production, or
manufacture of dangerous drugs,” (Mathews & Kenny, 2008, p.54).
According to mandated reporting procedures, reporters need a “reasonable
suspicion or belief of abuse or neglect,” (Mathews & Kenny, 2008, p.52), however, it is
unclear what the law considers to be a reasonable suspicion. Individuals who suspect a
child is being maltreated or neglected are not to conduct their own investigation, although
research shows that sometimes principals take it upon themselves to do just that, but
rather are required to make the report to the appropriate authorities (Mathews & Kenny,
2008). The confidentiality of the reporter is guaranteed, as is immunity from legal
repercussions should the allegations be unfounded but made in good faith (Mathews &
Kenny, 2008). There are penalties that can be stipulated upon those who fail to report
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allegations of child maltreatment and neglect, however, according to Mathews and Kenny
(2008), these are meant to encourage reports rather than to police them.
Teachers as Detectors and Reporters of Child Maltreatment & Neglect
Researchers across a variety of disciplines (e.g. education, mental health, law
enforcement, social work) have come to the consensus that the early detection and
reporting of child sexual abuse suspicions is integral if we intend to lessen the number of
children victimized each year (Kenny, 2004; Mathews et al., 2017). Educators can assist
in detecting, treating, and preventing all forms of child maltreatment and neglect (Baxter
& Beer, 1990; Kenny, 2000, 2001, 2004; Smith, 2005) primarily because they see
children on an almost-daily basis and can observe for signs of maltreatment and neglect
through wellness checks or other forms of ensuring the safety and wellbeing of children
while at school or childcare (Tower, 1992).
Kalichman (1993) found that after teachers were designated as mandated
reporters, they became the profession responsible for making the most reports, annually,
to CPS, estimating that roughly 25% of all CPS reports are made through educators.
Nationally, teachers account for 16% of all allegations made to Child Protective Services;
making “educational personnel one of the most commonly identified reporters of child
maltreatment,” (Kenny, 2004, p.1312) when compared to other mandated reporter
professionals, such as social workers or physicians. However, Kenny (2000) found that
public schools are both the single greatest source of reports regarding suspected child
maltreatment and the single greatest source of under-reporting of suspected child
maltreatment and neglect. Ironically, the profession who reports suspected child
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maltreatment and neglect at rates higher than any other mandated reporter profession is
also the same profession who fails to report it at rates higher than any other mandated
reporting profession, we are succeeding and yet failing at child advocacy,
simultaneously.
Despite federal mandates that require certain professionals to contact Child
Protective Services with suspicions of child maltreatment and neglect, many teachers are
not compliant and fail to report abuse (Delaronde et al., 2000; Kenny, 2000, 2004; Smith
2005). Delaronde et al. (2000), for example, found that nearly 60% of mandated reporters
across a variety of professions (education, social work, law enforcement) failed to report
suspected child maltreatment and/or neglect. Furthermore, Sedlak (1991) found that an
estimated 65% of various child maltreatment, as well as nearly 60% of severe child
maltreatment cases, were not reported to child protective services by the mandated
reporter professionals who were knowledgeable of the suspected abuse. Similarly,
Zellman (1990) found that 23.6% of childcare providers admitted to failing to report
suspicions of child maltreatment or neglect, 13.2% of their sample admitted a failure to
report within the last year.
Abrahams et al. (1992) found that 74% of a national sample of teachers indicated
that they suspected a student of being victimized by child maltreatment and/or neglect at
one point in time during their careers. While 90% indicated that they had reported it,
almost all teachers indicated that they had reported to a school official (e.g. school
counselor), thus very few reported actually contacting CPS with their suspicions of child
maltreatment and/or neglect (Abrahams et al., 1992). Another study conducted in 1988
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by Shoop and Firestone reported that none of their 103 school personnel participants had
reported their suspicions of child maltreatment and neglect to CPS, reporting to a school
principal or other official instead (Kenny, 2000). Similarly, under 30% of suspected child
maltreatment and neglect cases reported to school personnel are formally reported to
CPS, contributing to the problem of teachers accounting for most of the unreported cases
of child maltreatment and neglect in the United States (Abrahams et al., 1992; Kenny,
2000) .
Factors Influencing Detecting Child Maltreatment & Neglect
Researchers have identified two primary factors that serve as hindrances to
teachers’ abilities to detect child maltreatment and neglect. These factors, i) a lack of
and/or inadequate training; and ii) the inability to detect symptomatology, ultimately
serve as barriers to teachers’ abilities to detect and assess allegations of child
maltreatment and neglect, therefore leading to the under-reporting of such cases to CPS.
Researchers have found that preservice and in-service teachers have reported a lack of
adequate training associated with the detection and reporting of child maltreatment and
neglect. Additionally, teachers have expressed that they are not prepared to detect abused
children because they are unaware of the signs associated with each of the forms of child
maltreatment and neglect (Kenny, 2004; Smith, 2005).
Lack of and/or Inadequate Training
While research highlights several factors that may influence a mandated reporter’s
decision to disclose allegations of abuse and/or neglect to Child Protective Services,
researchers (e.g. Abrahams et al., 1992; Kenny, 2000, 2004; Smith, 2005) posit that the
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primary reason why educators fail to report suspicions of child maltreatment is due to
insufficient knowledge regarding detection of victims, as a result of the training, or lack
thereof, most have received.
Most preservice teachers document their training to be insufficient regarding
identifying, reporting, and intervening within suspected cases of child maltreatment
and/or neglect (e.g. Baxter & Beer, 1990; Hazzard, 1984; Kenny 2000, 2001, 2004;
Sinanan, 2011). For example, in a sample of 197 teachers from a large, urban city in the
southeastern United States found that 40% identified their preservice training on child
maltreatment as ‘minimal’ while 34% reported that their preservice training ‘inadequately
covered’ child maltreatment and neglect; many indicating that child maltreatment was
never covered in their courses during their preservice teacher education programs
(Kenny, 2000). Another sample of 28 first-year teachers in the southeastern United
States, found that 62% of teachers indicated that their pre-service teacher training of child
maltreatment was either minimal or inadequate (Kenny, 2001). Smith (2009) suggests
that coursework for preservice teachers should not only focus on the detection of child
maltreatment, but also on their personal beliefs regarding what should constitute
maltreatment as compared to its legal definitions.
Most in-service teachers document their on-the-job training of child maltreatment
and neglect to be insufficient regarding their roles in identifying, and reporting (e.g.
Baxter & Beer, 1990; Hazzard, 1984; Kenny 2000, 2001, 2004; Sinanan, 2011; Smith,
2009; Orelove et al., 2000). Kenny (2000) found that 45%, of the 197 teachers surveyed,
rated their in-service teacher training on child maltreatment as minimal, with many citing
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that they remained unsure of the legal requirements regarding child maltreatment. Kenny
(2001) found that roughly 75% of teachers indicated their professional-level training for
child maltreatment and neglect was either minimal or inadequate. Baxter and Beer (1990)
found that 98% of their sample from a north-central Kansas school district reported never
having received any formal training on child maltreatment and neglect. It is posited that
early childhood professionals would benefit from professional development opportunities
aimed at increasing their familiarity with detecting, assessing, and reporting child
maltreatment and neglect to CPS (Smith, 2009). Professional development experiences
offered to in-service educators and school personnel should focus on how to detect,
assess, and report instances of child maltreatment that are less clear or that these
professionals are most likely to encounter (Smith, 2009).
Alvarez et al.’s (2004) work urges for the creation of new preservice and inservice training programs that focus on information such as reporting child maltreatment;
guidelines that should be followed during the reporting process; and strategies for
improving the relationship between school personnel and CPS. Kalichman (1999) has
reported a considerable state-to-state difference regarding the legal definitions of various
forms of child maltreatment; thus, training programs should address what legally
constitutes abuse as well as, “the legal parameters of what, when, and how to report
maltreatment,” (Alvarez et al., 2004, p.567). Walters (1995) suggests that because each
form of child abuse is complex, child maltreatment training should cover the nuances of
each of the four types of abuse - physical, emotional, sexual, and neglect; unfortunately,
child sexual abuse is often omitted from these trainings (Alvarez et al., 2004).
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Additionally, because mandated reporting procedures vary across the country (Tower,
1992) training should offer specific procedures for reporting child maltreatment and
neglect that align with state laws. For example, most states require that mandated
reporters provide an oral report within 24-hours of suspecting child maltreatment (Tower,
1992) whereas other states provide you a window of between 1 and 7 days (Alvarez et al.,
2004). Lastly, this training should remind mandated reporters that there are legal
ramifications if they fail to report allegations of child maltreatment and neglect; for
instance, in FL it is a first-degree misdemeanor (Alvarez et al., 2004).
Inability to Detect Symptomatology
One of the most common reasons influencing a mandated reporter’s decision to
contact CPS regarding child maltreatment allegations is their lack of ability to detect the
signs and symptomatology (e.g. Alvarez et al., 2004; Kenny, 2002, 2004; Reiniger et al.,
1993; Smith, 2005, 2009). This is particularly problematic for educators, given the
chances of observing and documenting suspected abuse is higher due to their level of
exposure to children (Smith, 2005). Baxter and Beer (1990) found that teachers reported
inadequate training regarding the signs and symptomatology associated with all forms of
child maltreatment and neglect and received little-to-no training regarding the school
district’s policies for reporting allegations of abuse. Levin (1983) found that teacher
reported a lack of knowledge regarding behavioral symptoms of abuse, specifically
sexual abuse. Thus, Sinanan (2011) posits that one of the primary reasons why teachers
refrain from reporting child maltreatment and neglect is due to their inability to detect its
occurrence.

59

Interconnected with Sinanan’s (2011) findings is Smith’s (2005) work, which
found that teachers struggled to successfully identify vignettes corresponding to different
forms of child maltreatment and neglect. Similarly, Smith (2009) found that early
childhood professionals were more likely to report maltreatment only when they felt
certain the symptoms displayed by the child constituted abuse; the symptoms of which
vary based on the type of abuse. Furthermore, teachers who failed to report previous
suspicions of neglect admit to doing so because they lacked the hard evidence (physical
signs) needed to report abuse (Smith, 2009). Similarly, Hawkin and McCallum (2001)
found that teachers often decided against reporting if they felt as though they lacked
sufficient evidence to adhere to the level of certainty, they perceive is required by law
prior to making a report to CPS.
Alvarez et al. (2004) found that school counselors who made the decision against
reporting child maltreatment to CPS did so because there was no physical proof of the
alleged abuse; highlighting that other school personnel also struggle when determining
what observable symptomatology is necessary when deciding to report alleged abuse.
Similarly, Smith (2009) found that actual physical harm to the child was one of the
highest rated factors when determining whether a report should be made to CPS.
Factors Influencing Reporting Child Maltreatment and Neglect
Various barriers to reporting suspicions of child maltreatment and neglect to CPS
have been identified (e.g. Abrahams et al., 1992; Kenny, 2000, 2001, 2004; Smith, 2005).
These barriers include: i) fear of legal ramifications for unfounded allegations; ii)
insufficient knowledge on how to detect and report abuse; iii) consequences of reporting
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child maltreatment; iv) parental denial and/or fear of disapproval from parents; v)
educator’s personal beliefs and biases; vi) lack of knowledge regarding mandated
reporter guidelines and procedures; vii) negative experiences regarding previously
reported cases of child maltreatment; and viii) definitional misunderstandings.
The aforementioned is not an exhaustive list of barriers to reporting and may be
indicative of macro-level systematic hindrances of contacting CPS with allegations of
child maltreatment, such as the lack of training during preservice teacher preparation
programs cited by an abundance of literature. Kenny (2001) found that while a series of
barriers have been identified regarding a teacher’s decision to report suspected child
maltreatment, no complete explanation exists regarding teachers’ reluctance to report
their suspicions to CPS.
Legal Ramifications and Parental Responses for Unfounded Allegations
One of the most notable deterrents to reporting is the fear of familial/parental
response coupled with the chances for legal ramifications if their reports are untrue or
inaccurate (e.g. Abrahams et al., 1992; Baxter & Beer, 1990; Hazzard, 1984; Mathews et
al., 2017; Sinanan, 2011). Some mandated reporters expressed that they feared the
repercussions from families if their allegations turned out to be unfounded (Baxter &
Beer, 1990; Hazzard, 1984). For example, 78% of Baxter and Beer’s (1990) sample
indicated that they would be apprehensive to report child maltreatment because of fear of
retaliation from family. Similarly, Abrahams et al. (1992) concluded that some teachers
fear their relationships with the child and family will be tainted as a result of making a
formal report to CPS, while Alvarez et al. (2004) found that some principals report a
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reluctance in making allegations of child maltreatment known to CPS because it might
damage school-family-home relationships.
A growing body of literature highlights a general fear from mandated reporters of
legal repercussions should their allegations of child maltreatment turn out to be
unfounded. Baxter and Beer (1990) found that 26% of their respondents expressed fear of
legal ramifications in the aftermath of making a report to CPS. Additionally, some
teachers reported fearing legal or physical retaliation from the sexual offender (Alvarez et
al., 2004; Baxter & Beer, 1990). Kenny (2000) found that 3.2% of teachers who decided
against reporting child maltreatment did so because they did not want to ‘get caught up in
legal proceedings’, however, it is unclear whether the teachers meant legal proceedings
that generally happen when determining guilt of the alleged sexual offender or those they
fear might occur if the allegations were untrue. Kenny (2001) reported that 50% of their
respondents either strongly agreed or agreed with the statement ‘If I make a report of
child abuse that is unfounded, the family can sue me’, an additional 36% of respondents
indicated that they were undecided regarding their level of agreement/disagreement with
the statement. Kenny (2004) found that 56% of surveyed teachers believed that a family
could sue them if they made a report of child maltreatment and neglect that was
unfounded.
Consequences of Reporting Maltreatment (Family/Child)
Some teachers delay or decide against reporting because they fear for the
consequences to the child or family in the aftermath of contact with CPS (Alvarez et al.,
2004; Steinberg et al., 1997; Zellman, 1990;). Zellman (1990) and Alvarez et al. (2004)
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found that some mandated reporters believe formally reporting allegations of child
maltreatment to CPS would lead to harming the family, especially if authorities make the
decision to prosecute an offending parent, therefore by disrupting a, potentially already
unstable, family structure. Some mandated reporters indicate they fear a report to CPS
would bring harm upon the child, specifically through removing them from their home
and placing them into living environments that could be much worse (Steinberg, Levine,
& Doueck, 1997).
Zellman (1990) concluded that reporting to CPS comes with an emotional cost to
children and families, and in some cases to the family-school partnerships that have been
formed (Alvarez et al., 2004). These sentiments are found in Kenny’s (2000) research,
which found that almost 10% of teachers did not report their suspicions of child
maltreatment because they believed it would only bring upon negative consequences to
the child and family. Theoretically, the educator could have assumed the role of the
carer, thus providing care to the cared for (student) and basing their decisions regarding
how to respond to the needs of the cared for in such a way that it does not cause
additional harm to the web of care (Noddings, 2008).
Lack of Knowledge Regarding Mandated Reporter Guidelines and Procedures
A lack of training regarding reporting procedures and guidelines is often cited as
another deterrent to reporting child maltreatment to CPS and other authorities (e.g. Baxter
& Beer, 1990; Kenny, 2004; Smith, 2005, 2009). For example, Abrahams et al. (1992)
found that most teachers are not trained as to when and how to make a report to CPS,
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decreasing the chance that teachers would make reports of alleged child maltreatment
known to the proper authorities.
Baxter and Beer (1990) found that nearly 45% of surveyed teachers were unsure
of whether state law specifically required all school personnel to report suspicions of
child maltreatment and neglect. 81% of teachers reported that they were uncertain
regarding whether their school district had a written policy regarding child maltreatment
and neglect reporting procedures (Baxter & Beer, 1990). Kenny (2001) reported only a
mere 3% of their sample knew their school’s policies for reporting allegations of
maltreatment. 79% of respondents from a sample of 200 K12 teachers noted that they
either disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement ‘I am aware of my school’s
procedures for child abuse reporting’ (Kenny, 2004). The aforementioned statistics elicit
one crucial question, why are educators not aware of their school’s reporting procedures,
is it because public schools aren’t adequately training educators or is it because educators
are making the choice to ignore mandated reporting procedures?
Kenny and McEachern (2002) found that in many cases, the institutional reporting
procedures for allegations of child maltreatment and neglect differ significantly from
state-level laws regarding reporting. For example, despite not being compliant with most
state laws for reporting child maltreatment, many principals report they prefer to resolve
the allegations quietly or investigate themselves prior to formally making a report (Payne
& Payne, 1991). Additionally, Alvarez et al. (2004) found that most professionals are
directed to report allegations of child maltreatment or neglect to a designated supervisor,
who then determines whether a report should be made. For example, in a vignette
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provided to 1st-year teachers in which a student discloses her father is sexually abusing
her, 52% of respondents indicated that their first course of action would be to report the
abuse to school authorities, 48% of respondents noted that they would report to school
administration even if the child disclosed it was another teacher sexually abusing them
(Kenny, 2001). These tendencies have the possibility of leading to complacency
regarding the trend of under-reporting, especially when a decision to report is deferred to
school administration and the designated supervisor does not feel as though a formal
report to CPS is needed (Alvarez et al., 2004). Interestingly, Zellman (1990) found that
school principals receive even less training than teachers regarding detecting and
reporting child maltreatment and neglect, yet in many cases, they’re determining whether
alleged cases of child abuse should be formally reported to DSS. Hazzard (1984) found
that some professionals reported feelings of frustration and confusion regarding their next
course of action if there is a disagreement with supervisors concerning whether a report
to CPS is warranted.
Kenny (2001, 2004) and Alvarez et al. (2004) found that some teachers refrain
from reporting suspicions of child maltreatment and neglect because they fear their
administration will not be supportive of their decision to formally report to CPS. Kenny
(2001) reported that 78% of respondents felt as though their administration would not
support them if they made a report to CPS of child maltreatment. In a sample of 200 K12
teachers from Miami-Dade School District, 75.5% of respondents disagreed or strongly
disagreed with the statement ‘I feel that administration would support me if I made a
child abuse report’ (Kenny, 2004). This is indicative of a need to better understand: i) the
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perspectives of school administration regarding reporting child maltreatment and neglect;
and ii) best practices regarding how they can better serve as supporters of educators who
decide to formally report their allegations of child maltreatment to CPS.
Definitional Misunderstandings
There are a variety of factors influencing a mandated reporter’s decision to delay
or decide against reporting allegations of child maltreatment and neglect to child
protective services agencies (e.g. Kenny, 2004; Smith, 2005). One factor influencing a
mandated reporter’s decision to formally report child maltreatment is the national-level
inconsistency regarding what is legally defined as child maltreatment and/or neglect
(Smith, 2005), especially when these legal definitions differ from those held by educators
and school personnel. Smith (2009) found that there is, “a discrepancy between personal
or research-based definitions and legal definitions or standards of maltreatment,” (p.26).
For example, while most of the child sexual abuse vignettes were rated highly as abusive
incident and report to CPS, Smith (2009) found: i) early childhood professionals gave
lower abusive incident and report to CPS ratings to vignettes involving kissing or
touching an infant’s genitals; and ii) of the 15 sexually abusive vignettes, none received a
unanimous (100%) report to CPS rating.
Another factor influencing the likelihood of reporting is previous work-related
experience detecting and reporting child maltreatment and/or neglect (Smith, 2005). For
example, Kalichman (1990) found that clinicians indicated they were more likely to
report if they were confident that abuse was occurring.
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Feelings Regarding CPS and/or Previous Experiences Reporting Maltreatment
A small sample of literature has concluded that another hindrance to reporting
child maltreatment are the views of, and previous experiences with, CPS held by
educators and other mandated reporters (e.g. Alvarez et al., 2004; Kenny, 2001; Mathews
et al., 2017). Some educators indicated feeling as though CPS puts children at an
increased risk of harm because they delay their investigation into allegations of child
maltreatment (Alvarez et al., 2004). Indeed, research has found that up to 45% of cases
reported to CPS are ‘screened out’ due to a lack of information provided in the initial
report (Tejada & Linder, 2018). The process of screening out nearly 50% of the cases
reported to CPS likely results in delayed response times for investigations of alleged
child maltreatment, and perhaps contributes to the “poor responses of their caseworkers
in the investigative and follow-up processes,” (Alvarez et al., 2004, p566) cited by
principals, teachers, and other school personnel.
Educators have reported feeling as though CPS generally does not do much to
help maltreated or neglected children (Kenny, 2000), given that the vast majority of
expended resources by CPS are concentrated on investigating initial reports of
maltreatment instead of offering services aimed at preventing or intervening within abuse
(Finkelhor & Zellman, 1991). To that end, research (Drake & Yadama, 1996) has
demonstrated that 50 - 90% of child protective services caseworkers exit the profession
due to burnout, emotional exhaustion, and other factors. While the concerns of
researchers are acknowledged, this serves as yet another opportunity to consider the
systematic, macro-level changes that need to occur within our society if we are to
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collectively work towards decreasing under-reporting tendencies of mandated reporters,
and increasing the efficacy of all agencies involved in the advocacy of children.
Zellman (1990) highlights the plight of interagency collaboration, stating that one
reason why there is a poor established repertoire between public schools and child
protective agencies is due to the fact that the decision for mandated collaboration
between the two agencies was determined by federal and state law. Prior to, and in the
time since, CAPTA and mandated reporting law establishment, public schools and CPS
have not discussed the terms and conditions, so-to-speak, of their collaboration (Zellman,
1990). Therefore, questions such as: which problems are most appropriately handled by
the schools, by CPS, by another agency? And on what kinds of problems can we best
collaborate? (Zellman, 1990, p.53) were never considered, leading to the lack of an
established working relationship between the two agencies.
Child Protective Services’ Disproportionality Regarding Family Involvement
Another possible reason for the strained relationship between teachers and CPS is
a history of cultural/ethnic bias (Alvarez et al., 2004) and systemic racism towards
minority communities (Font, 2012). In a study examining 1,000+ CPS cases across the
United States, caseworkers were more likely, “to rate black children at subjectively
higher risk of harm than white children and are also more likely to substantiate black
families for maltreatment,” (Font, 2012, p.2188). Additionally, research has found that
black children are more likely to be the subject of reports made to child protective
services (Miller, 2008). Researchers (e.g. Font, 2012; Hill, 2007) have found that reports
involving black children are more likely than those involving white children to be
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investigated. However, it is difficult to highlight to what extent the disproportionality in
screen-in decisions exists, given that data for ‘screened out’ cases (cases not selected for
investigation after the initial report to the CPS intake worker) generally isn’t available
(Font, 2012). Lastly, although black children account for 20% of the population, they
account for 40% of the foster care population (Roberts, 2002) and are often subjected to
being removed from their homes more frequently and/or remaining in foster care longer
than white children (Miller, 2008).
However, Font (2012) concludes that there are several possible explanations for
CPS’ disproportionate involvement in the lives of black families. Once a report is made
to a CPS intake worker, a CPS supervisor must decide if the report includes enough
information to imply a high likelihood that abuse has occurred (Font, 2012). If this is so,
the case is then ‘screened in’ and a CPS investigator must then determine if there is
evidence that can corroborate maltreatment as outlined by state laws (Font, 2012). If the
CPS investigator decides that there has been maltreatment, CPS usually collaborates with
Family Court to decide whether or not the child should be removed from the home,
and/or if any services will be offered to the family (Font, 2012). Unfortunately, at each of
the preceding stages, “the individual(s) charged with making these crucial decisions must
often do so in a context of incomplete information,” (Font, 2012, p2189). Thus, there are
opportunities for bias, especially when, “maltreatment-related risk factors, such as
poverty … {and} … adverse health and mental health conditions, differ across racial
groups,” (Font, 2012, p.2189). Additionally, it is possible that the racial
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disproportionality regarding CPS involvement can also be linked to bias in reporting, in
addition to biases throughout the various investigative stages (Font, 2012).
Miscellaneous Factors
Smith (2005) found that some mandated reporter professionals determine their
decision to report based on their perception of risk factors (e.g single parent and/or lowincome families); for example, some mandated reporter professionals were more likely to
report suspicions of child sexual abuse if they knew or suspected the abuser was not a
family member (Stroud et al., 2000). Similarly, Smith (2009) found that early childhood
professionals rely on a variety of miscellaneous factors when determining whether or not
to report their suspicions to CPS. Factors such as i) the seriousness of the act; ii) whether
the act is socially or culturally acceptable; iii) whether the perpetrator intends harm; and
iv) possibility of physical (or psychological) harm to the child, were used by teachers to
determine whether they would report their allegations of child maltreatment or neglect to
CPS (Smith, 2009). The presence of these miscellaneous determinants associated with the
likelihood of reporting maltreatment suspicions, in addition to the most notable factors
agreed upon by the current extant literature, implies that teachers’ decisions to report
suspected maltreatment are fickle.
Conclusion
Overall, this review of extant literature highlights a few key findings: (i) the
United States (and Spain) are seemingly experiencing a trend of underreporting
suspicions of child maltreatment and neglect to the required authorities; (ii) most teachers
in the United States do not wish to be mandated reporters; (iii) teachers in the United
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States reported feeling unprepared to fulfill their roles as mandated reporters; (iv) public
schools in the United States account for the most reports made to CPS annually, but
simultaneously account for the most underreports to CPS as well; (v) lack of training and
inability to detect symptomatology seem to be two primary hindrances to the detection of
child maltreatment and neglect by teachers in the United States; and (vi) a variety of
hindrances, such as fear of legal ramifications and unfamiliarity with mandated reporter
policies, exist regarding the child maltreatment and neglect reporting practices of teachers
in the United States.
Additionally, it is worth noting that while this literature review was primarily
focused on the hindrances to detecting and reporting child maltreatment and neglect, a
small body of literature highlighted a teacher’s concern for the wellbeing of the child (or
family) in the aftermath of their report to CPS. For example, teachers have expressed that
they feel as though reporting their suspicions to CPS puts children at a potential for more
harm due to delays in their investigation process (Alvarez et al., 2004). Additionally,
teachers also reported feeling as though CPS does not do an adequate job at protecting or
helping children who are suspected to have been maltreated or neglected, since CPS’
resources primarily are allocated to investigating the accuracy of initial claims of child
maltreatment, rather than supporting victims (e.g. Finkelhor & Zellman, 1991; Kenny,
2000).
The preceding extensive literature review provides a brief understanding
regarding the knowledge and beliefs of educators with respect to Child Maltreatment and
Neglect, in addition to an understanding regarding the influences on, and hindrances t0,
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detecting and reporting practices of teachers. However, the available literature fails to
elaborate on their quantitative data through qualitative approaches, such as through
interviews that could allow teachers to highlight their detecting and reporting
experiences. Given that early childhood education professionals provide care for over 7
million children throughout the United States (Mathews et al., 2017), it is crucial to
understand the many perspectives held by early childhood educators with respect to
CSA.
Sinanan (2011) states that there is a need for qualitative research regarding the
perceptions and reporting practices of educators with respect to child maltreatment.
Though she suggests that this research should focus specifically on the physical abuse of
children, given the lack of available literature, the same argument can be used to justify
the need for this research when concerning child sexual abuse and teachers’ perceptions.
Nevertheless, the current body of literature fails to provide a deep understanding of the
perceptions of early childhood educators as it relates to CSA and their mandated reporter
status. Developing this understanding is critical, as it allows researchers from various
fields to better understand how teachers perceive the responsibilities associated with their
child advocacy roles.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY
Introduction
Child maltreatment and neglect adversely influences the lives of over 1 million
children annually; 400,000 of these children are victims of child sexual abuse (Tejada &
Linder, 2018). A host of developmental sequelae are likely to be experienced by children
who are victimized by child maltreatment and neglect, particularly those who have been
sexually abused (e.g., Kenny, 2001; Smith, 2005; Van der Kolk, 2003). The extent to
which maltreated children experience these developmental sequelae is based primarily on
the length of time, and severity, of children’s abusive experiences (Smith, 2005). Early
detection and reporting of suspected abuse by mandated reporters (e.g., teachers) to child
protective services can minimize children’s exposure to abusive events. Due to the
extended periods of time that they spend in the presence of children, researchers (e.g.,
Kenny, 2001; Smith, 2005) have identified teachers as ideal detectors and reporters of
child sexual abuse. However, despite their level of access to children and the expectation
that they serve as detectors and reporters, little is known about their knowledge, beliefs,
and experiences regarding child sexual abuse. Even less is known about the knowledge,
beliefs, and experiences of early childhood educators, specifically, how they navigate the
process of reporting child sexual abuse. Understanding the experiences of early childhood
educators who have previously reported child sexual abuse is important because it: (i)
could highlight why there is a nation-wide tendency for educators to under-report CSA;
and (ii) could inform how pre-service and in-service teacher training could be
transformed to better assist teachers in fulfilling their roles.
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My study examines how early childhood educators have navigated their
experiences of reporting suspected cases of CSA to school administration and/or CPS.
Thus, I identified the following research question for my work: How do early childhood
educators navigate the process of reporting child sexual abuse? I selected a grounded
theory approach to explore this research question further.
Grounded Theory Rationale
Grounded theory is a methodology that leads to the emergence of a theory, which
is rooted in systematically gathered and analyzed data (Strauss & Corbin, 1994).
Grounded theory allows novice researchers to, “conduct qualitative research efficiently
and effectively because these methods help in structuring and organizing data-gathering
and analysis,” (Charmaz, 1996, p.28). To generate a theory grounded in the data,
regarding how early childhood educators navigate the process of reporting child sexual
abuse, a constructivist grounded theory (Mills et al., 2006) approach was utilized.
Additionally, because grounded theory provides an opportunity to “conceptualize the
studied phenomenon to understand it in abstract terms,” (Charmaz, 2014, p.231), my
research will also serve to theorize possible reasons as to why there is a tendency to
under-report child sexual abuse. A constructivist grounded theory was utilized for my
work because the data and theories that emerge from said data are co-constructed by the
researcher (myself) and research participants (Mill et al., 2006).
Charmaz (1996) outlines six characteristics that distinguish grounded theory from
other methodological approaches. Theoretical sampling and delay of the literature review
(Charmaz, 1996, p.28), two of the six characteristics, were not adhered to.
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Theoretical sampling (Charmaz, 1996) is defined as, “sampling for theory
construction, not for representativeness of a given population, to check and refine the
analyst's emerging conceptual categories,” (p.28). Thus, sampling is “continually
directed,” (Breckenridge & Jones, 2009, p.115) by the theory emerging from preliminary
data analysis with the goal of “following up leads as they arise in the data,”
(Breckenridge & Jones, 2009, p.115).
While I was able to adhere to theoretical sampling during phase one, I was unable
to do so during phase two for several reasons. During phase one of my work, I surveyed
early childhood educators regarding their beliefs and experiences related to CSA. During
a preliminary analysis of survey responses, I noticed that an emerging theory that could
potentially be refined through phase two was the experiences of teachers who had
indicated that they had previously reported CSA to CPS or school administration.
However, theoretical sampling (Charmaz, 1996) was not adhered to for the second phase
of my work because securing teachers who were willing to participate in one-on-one
interviews was difficult.
First, the topic of my work is a sensitive one, therefore the likelihood that many
teachers would have been uncomfortable participating in a one-on-one interview is high.
This might be reflective of the fact that research (e.g. Abrahams et al., 1992; Baxter &
Beer, 1990; Sinanan, 2011) has found that they are generally not adequately trained in
defining, detecting, or reporting CSA, in addition to other forms of child maltreatment
and neglect. Second, at the end of my interview with Selena, she disclosed to me that
principals from SD#1 specifically asked their teachers not to respond to my survey
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because they were concerned regarding how the responses of their teachers could reflect
poorly on their school. Additionally, While the one teacher I interviewed from SD#2 1 - 5
did not indicate this, it is possible that teachers from her school district, in addition to
those from SD#3, were told the same by their principals. The actions of SD#1 principals
likely resulted in a lower overall response rate, especially since SD#1 was the school
district with the largest sample of teachers. This lower response rate meant that there
would be less teachers who disclosed experience reporting CSA and were willing to
provide consent to be contacted for a follow-up interview.
Charmaz (1996) suggests that grounded theory researchers delay their literature
review until after data collection and data analysis have occurred. One reason why
Charmaz (1996) has made this suggestion is to lessen the likelihood that the researcher
would generate preconceived notions from the literature that might influence data
collection and analysis. Contemporary scholars (e.g. Giles et al., 2013; Lempert, 2007;
McGhee et al., 2007), however, are suggesting that the researcher conduct a preliminary
research review prior to data collection. Giles et al. (2013) provides a series of benefits to
conducting a preliminary research review, including, but not limited to: (i) becoming
familiar with literature and identifying gaps (p.E36); (ii) providing justification,
background, and framework for the study (p.E36); and (iii) stimulating research questions
(p.E36). McGhee et al. (2007) argues that it is likely that a researcher may already be
familiar with the literature in their field, and posits that a preliminary research review can
provide a secondary source of data and allow researchers to be open minded instead of
‘empty headed’ (p.336). While I did a preliminary research review for my work, I did
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revisit the literature review after the data collection and data analysis stages to provide
additional relevant works (Giles et al., 2013).
In addition to the two characteristics of grounded theory discussed, theoretical
sampling and literature review, several others remain (Charmaz, 1996). The following
serves as a brief overview of the remaining four characteristics, as they relate to the
purview of my work:
#1: the simultaneous involvement in data collection and analysis phases of
research (Charmaz, 1996; Licqurish & Seibold, 2011) is the first of the six distinguishing
components of the grounded theory methodology. This was established by ensuring that
data analysis was occurring alongside, and influencing the methods of, data collection;
thus, initial coding informed subsequent rounds of data collection (interviews).
#2: the creation of analytic codes and categories developed from data, not from
preconceived hypotheses (Charmaz, 1996; Thornberg et al., 2014), is the second
distinguishing feature of grounded theories. This “theoretical embeddedness,” (Thornberg
et al., 2014, p.419) allows for grounded theorists to “enter the data at a deeper level,”
(p.419) through which analytic stories found within the data can be deeply explored. This
was maintained by ensuring that all codes and categories were developed directly from
the interview transcripts; I refined these codes during each data analysis stage before
returning to the field to collect more data.
#3: the development of middle-range theories to explain behavior and processes
(Charmaz, 1996; Jørgensen, 2001) was a fundamental component of this research, as the
data collected informed the development of theories. These theories lead to a better
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understanding regarding how early childhood educators have experienced reporting child
sexual abuse, a process that they’re generally not well-trained in navigating.
#4: “memo-making, that is, writing analytic notes to explicate and fill out
categories, the crucial intermediate step between coding data and writing first drafts of
papers,” (Charmaz, 1996, p.28) was, too, a fundamental element of this grounded theory.
According to Jørgensen (2001), memo-writing, “constitutes the pivotal intermediate stage
between coding data and drafting the theoretical analysis,” (p. 6398). Thus, memowriting provided a space for me to discover codes, define them, and determine the
relationship between them. Therefore, it was vital for me to flesh out my thought process
regarding the development of themes and theories and provided myself the opportunity
for constant comparison between cases before, and after, an interview. Memo-making
also offered me the opportunity to consult with research colleagues, to ensure that
theories were created directly from data and not by my misinterpretations of the data.
Philosophical Underpinnings
According to Kuhn (1970), research paradigms provide a framework through
which assumptions regarding the social world are made. Researchers' ontological and
epistemological beliefs determine their views on the world and knowledge, respectively
(Villiers, 2015). There are a variety of research paradigms, each falling on a continuum
between positivism and interpretivism (Villiers, 2015). Given my tendency to view
research as an opportunity to understand the world through the experiences of the
participants, thus acknowledging that there can be multiple perspectives of reality
(Villiers, 2015), I align with the interpretivism research paradigm. Ontologically, I
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believe in a world in which reality is, “socially constructed, complex, and everchanging,” (Glesne, 2016, p.9).
Those who prescribe to the interpretivist research paradigm prefer to interact and
have a dialogue with the study participants (Wahyuni, 2012). Additionally, we view the
experiences and social realities of each participant as having multiple perspectives
(Wahyuni, 2012). Thus, grounded theory is an ideal methodology for interpretivists
because it allows researchers to interpret the experiences and actions of each participant
through constant comparison (Kolb, 2012) while honoring that each participant has a
different lived experience. Most specifically, interpretivists would align with a
constructivist grounded theory (Charmaz, 2014); “Constructivist grounded theory adopts
the inductive, comparative, emergent, and open-ended approach of Glaser and Strauss’
(1967) original statement,” (Charmaz, 2014, p12). Constructivist grounded theory adopts
the assumption that social reality is, “multiple, processual, and constructed,” (Charmaz,
2014, p.13) and merges it with the privileges, perspectives, position, and interactions of
myself, as the researcher. This approach allows for research to be viewed as something
that is constructed, rather than something that is discovered (Charmaz, 2014).
Research Methodology & Design
This grounded theory was aimed at developing an understanding of the
experiences of early childhood educators who have reported CSA to CPS or school
administration; my research also sought out to ascertain an understanding of what beliefs
and knowledge currently early childhood teachers hold regarding CSA. My work will
contribute meaningfully to the existing, yet limited, body of work highlighting the
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knowledge, beliefs, and experiences of teachers regarding child maltreatment and neglect
by employing a qualitative approach aimed explicitly at early childhood educators’ and
child sexual abuse.
Participants for my work were recruited through a two-phase process: (i) early
childhood educators from local school districts were emailed a survey titled ECE Beliefs
of CSA, and (ii) survey respondents who provided consent and whose responses aligned
with the purview of my work were contacted for a follow-up interview. An initial
research question, which later evolved after data analysis (Goldkuhl & Cronholm, 2003),
was identified to guide the beginning stages of my work. Teachers who agreed to partake
in the second phase of my work, a one-on-one interview, participated in a semi-structured
conversation that allowed them to discuss their experience detecting and reporting CSA,
in addition to their beliefs and knowledge regarding the definition and signs of CSA. The
original interview protocol (Appendix 1.5.1) was revised once (Appendix 1.5.2) to
include an additional three questions, based on preliminary data analysis of the initial two
interviews (Charmaz, 2014). Figure 2 outlines the steps undertaken during each stage of
my work.
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Participant Recruitment
I used a multi-stage sampling to access participants for my work. A brief
description of each stage is provided below:
Sampling Phase 1:
Kenny (2001), whose quantitative works inspired this qualitative research,
surveyed teachers in Miami-Dade County because it is the largest school district in the
state of Florida. Thus, I selected School District #1 (SD#1) because it is the largest school
district in the state of South Carolina, with a total of 52 elementary schools. Although
Kenny (2001) does not provide a justification as to why he specifically chose to sample
in the largest school district in the state of Florida, I selected SD#1 because I believed
that it could provide me access to the highest possible sample size. Additionally, because
SD#1 and Clemson University have existing partnerships, I believed that it would
increase the likelihood that teachers would be interested in participating in my research.
The target population for my work was current early childhood educators in the
state of SC who taught grades Pre-Kindergarten through 2nd. I chose to focus on this
grade-range for two reasons. First, Kenny (2000) found that public school teachers
account for the most reports, and most under-reports, to CPS, annually. Sampling to
current public school educators allowed me the opportunity to expand on Kenny’s (2000)
research by providing qualitative insight as to public school teacher’ detecting and
reporting experiences; generally preschool teachers (0 - 4 years) are not employed by a
public school district. Second, Brilleslijper-Kater et al. (2004) found that 35% of all CSA

82

victims are under the age of seven. Since most children are in second grade at the age of
seven, I decided to focus on the detecting and reporting experiences of teachers who
taught PreK through 2nd-grade.
An email (Appendix 1.1.1) containing a cover letter (Ary, Jacobs, Sorensen, &
Walker, 2014; Dillmann, 2000) and the link to a survey (Appendix 1.2.1), which served
as a participant recruitment tool, was emailed to every PreK through 2nd-grade teachers
and teacher assistant across SD#1. This cover letter provided information regarding my
research and the survey (Dillmann, 2000). On November 7th of 2019, I emailed a survey
titled ECE Beliefs of CSA to a total of 1,152 PreK through 2nd-grade teachers. Table 1
provides a breakdown of the SD#1 teachers who were emailed, based on the grade they
teach.
Table 1: SD#1 Teachers Emailed - Grade Breakdown (N=1,152)
Grade Level
4K/K4
Teacher Assistants/Aides
5K/K5
1st Grade
2nd Grade

Total
27
271
213
365
276

%
2.34
23.52
18.48
31.68
23.95

I emailed reminders (Ary, Jacobs, Sorensen, & Walker, 2014; Saxon et al., 2003)
to SD#1 teachers regarding the survey, weekly for three consecutive weeks, in an attempt
to increase the response rate. After the first email reminder was sent, a preliminary
analysis of survey responses displayed a lower response rate than initially anticipated.
For this reason, I decided to expand sampling to School District #2 1 - 5 (SD#2) and
School District #3 (SD#3). While expanding sampling to include SD#2 and SD#3 does
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not automatically lead to a higher response rate, I believed that casting a wider net and
expanding my sample size would lead to a higher number of completed surveys, which
might have increased the chances of having a larger sample from which to choose
interview participants. I purposefully selected these districts, given that SD#2 and SD#3
are within close enough proximity to me that follow-up interviews could remain inperson.
On November 25th, I emailed an additional 500 teachers from SD#2 1 -5 (263)
and SD#3 (237) the survey. Tables 2 and 3 provide a breakdown of SD#2 and SD#3
teachers, respectively, who were emailed, based on the grade they teach. The survey
(Appendix 1.2.2) emailed to SD#2 had one change; it included a question asking SD#2
teachers to identify which of the five districts within SD#2 they taught.
Table 2: SD#2 Teachers Emailed - Grade Breakdown (N=263)
Grade Level
4K/K4
Teacher Assistants/Aides
5K/K5
1st Grade
2nd Grade

Total
25
27
74
70
67

%
9.5
10.26
28.13
26.61
25.47

The survey (Appendix 1.2.3) emailed to SD#3 was identical to the one emailed to
SD#1. I emailed reminders (Ary, Jacobs, Sorensen, & Walker, 2014; Saxon et al., 2003)
to SD#2 and SD#3 teachers regarding the survey, weekly for three consecutive weeks, to
increase the response rate.
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Table 3: SD#3 Teachers Emailed - Grade Breakdown (N=237)
Grade Level
3K/K3
4K/K4
Teacher Assistants/Aides
5K/K5
1st Grade
2nd Grade

Total
2
17
61
51
53
53

%
.84
7.17
25.73
21.51
22.36
22.36

On December 20th, a final analysis of the survey results was done. A grand total
of 1,652 early childhood educators across local upstate school districts were contacted via
email with the survey; 157 teachers responded for a response rate of 9.5%. After closely
analyzing survey responses, it was found that a total of 34 (21.6%) early childhood
educators across all seven school districts had provided consent to be contacted for a
follow-up interview.
Sampling Phase 2
Initially, survey respondents were going to be invited for a follow-up interview if
they responded no to either of the following screening questions: Do you believe early
childhood educators should be mandated reporters of child sexual abuse? Or Do you
believe that child sexual abuse is a serious issue in our society?. However, while
grounded theory researchers rely on a preliminary research question to guide their work,
it is typical for the research question to evolve throughout the study (Goldkuhl &
Cronholm, 2003). Thus, grounded theorists allow for the work to drive the development
and evolution of this research question, not vice-versa (Charmaz, 2014). Therefore, rather
than expanding sampling to additional school districts in an attempt to drive the work
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through the initial research question, the decision was made to shift to a different
screening question.
Teachers who responded yes to Have you ever reported child sexual abuse to
child protective services or school administration? And provided consent to be contacted
for a follow-up interview were identified as teachers who could participate in the second
stage of my work. I specifically chose ‘Have you ever reported child sexual abuse to
child protective services or school administration?’ as the new screening question
because by interviewing teachers on their experiences detecting and reporting CSA, I
believed that I could accomplish two things: (i) provide a better understanding of the
entire process of detecting and reporting CSA; and (ii) provide additional insight to better
understand the phenomenon of under-reporting CSA to CPS. Furthermore, I believed that
these insights could fill some of the gaps in extant literature.
I emailed 19 teachers a personalized phase 2 cover letter (Appendix 1.3), which
thanked them for completing the survey and demonstrating interest in participating in a
follow-up interview and provided information regarding the contribution they would be
making by participating in the second stage to my work. The link to a Qualtrics survey
(Appendix 1.4), which allowed them to schedule their follow-up interview, was emailed
to teachers who replied to the phase 2 cover letter email. Initially, six teachers responded
and followed through with completing the scheduling survey. A week later, I followed up
with the remaining 13 teachers who had not replied to the phase 2 cover letter email; 1
additional teacher responded and completed the scheduling survey.
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Of the 19 teachers who were emailed a personalized phase 2 cover letter (Ary,
Jacobs, Sorensen, & Walker, 2014; Dillmann, 2000; Saxon et al., 2003) a total of 7
(36.8%) responded and scheduled an interview. Six (85.7%) teachers were from SD#1
and one (14.2%) teacher was from SD#2. However, one of the teachers from SD#1
realized she had misread the initial survey and indicated that she’d responded
inaccurately to some of the questions. After her disclosure, I decided that she was no
longer fit within the purview of the work, and we mutually agreed to have her removed
from phase 2. Consequently, a total of 6 teachers participated in the second stage of my
work, for a sampling phase 2 response rate of 31.5%.
Grounded theorists (e.g. Strauss & Corbin, 1998) do not provide concrete sample
sizes for grounded theory research, instead suggesting that, “the key to qualitative
research and, in particular, grounded theory is to generate enough data so that … patterns,
concepts, categories, properties, and dimensions of the given phenomena can emerge,”
(Thomson, 2010, p.46). Strauss & Corbin (1998) suggest the concept of theoretical
saturation, in order to reach the sample size best suitable for the needs of each research
study. Theoretical saturation is reached when, “expanding the sample size until data
collection supplies no new data,” (Thomson, 2010, p.47). It is difficult to know when
data saturation has been reached, but Strauss & Corbin (1998) provide three criteria to
help determine this: (i) no new or relevant data seem to emerge regarding a category; (ii)
the category is well developed in terms of its properties and dimensions demonstrating
variation, and; (iii) the relationships among categories are well established and
validated,” (p.212).
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Data Collection
Data Collection Phase 1 - Participant Recruitment Surveys
The Participant Recruitment Surveys were completed on Qualtrics, a web-based
survey platform that is offered free to Clemson University staff/faculty/students and
consisted of three sections. The following provides a detailed description of each section:
The first section was a short set of demographic questions allowing participants to
provide information such as age range, race, gender, and the highest level of education
completed. This information was collected to allow survey respondents to provide
information that might be interesting to consider alongside their survey and interview
responses. For example, demographic information collected from each respondent
demonstrated that most survey respondents were women.
The second section consisted of several questions seeking to ascertain
participants’ beliefs regarding child sexual abuse, preliminarily. Initially, the following
two items were identified as screening questions: Do you believe early childhood
educators should be mandated reporters of child sexual abuse?; and (ii) Do you believe
that child sexual abuse is a serious issue in our society?. The responses to these
screening questions were going to determine who I contacted for sampling phase 2.
However, during the iterative process of data collection and data analysis, I
discovered two factors that ultimately led to the decision to select a different screening
question. First, while 3 SD#1 and 1 SD#2 teachers responded no to either of the two
initially-identified screening questions, neither had provided consent to be contacted by
me for a follow-up interview. Second, the number of educators who disclosed experience
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reporting CSA was much higher than the research previously anticipated it would be. It
was at this point that preliminary research question evolved, an evolution which was
based on data collection and analysis (Goldkuhl & Cronholm, 2003), from what are the
beliefs of early childhood educators who do not endorse that early childhood educators
should be mandated reporters of child sexual abuse? to How do Early Childhood
Educators Navigate the Process of Reporting Child Sexual Abuse?
The third section of the survey consisted of miscellaneous questions. Two of these
three questions were ‘experience’ questions, seeking to ascertain an understanding of the
experiences of survey respondents regarding detecting and reporting child sexual abuse.
The third question provided survey respondents the opportunity to give consent to be
contacted for a follow-up interview if they desired. Initially, these experience questions
were going to be used to inform the interview protocol better. However, the research
question evolution (Goldkuhl & Cronholm, 2003) led to utilizing the experience
questions to inform the development of the interview protocol.
Data Collection Phase 2: Semi-Structured Interviews
“Intensive interviewing is a way of generating data for qualitative research,”
(Charmaz, 2014, p.56), which entails “gently-guided, one-sided conversations that
explore research participants’ perspectives on their personal experience with the research
topic,” (Charmaz, 2014, p.56). Characteristics of intensive interviewing include i)
“reliance on open-ended questions;” ii) “objective of gaining detailed responses;” and iii)
“an emphasis on understanding the research participant’s perspective, meanings, and
experience,” (Charmaz, 2014, p.56). Charmaz (2014) suggests that novice-level

89

researchers utilize a detailed interview protocol (Appendix 1.5.1) to help meet research
objectives. However, this protocol was adaptable and changed after the simultaneous
process of data collection and analysis began (Appendix 1.5.2). Figure 3 provides a
visual of when the interview protocol revision occurred.
Charmaz (2014) suggested a series of fourteen questions that can be used to
determine whether or not an interview protocol was capable of evoking the types of rich
data needed to generate theory. Questions such as: will the interview guide address the
purpose of the research? (Charmaz, 2014, p.64) and to what extent does the interview
guide elicit the research participant’s views, concerns, and accounts of experiences?
(Charmaz, 2014, p.64) were used to assess the quality of both versions of the interview
protocol.
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Given the delicate nature of my work, and to establish rapport (Shuy, 2003) with
research participants, interviews were conducted in-person in a place chosen by the
participant. Conducting interviews in-person results in higher-quality work when
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compared to phone or video interviews (Knox & Burkard, 2009). Additionally, and as
previously mentioned, in-person interviews allowed for rapport to be established between
the interviewer and the interviewee; sharing the same space will enable participants to
feel as though they can, “more freely disclose their experiences more effectively,” (Knox
& Burkard, 2009, p.6). Additional research has found that in-person interviews, “yield
authentic and deep descriptions of phenomena via the interviewer’s ability to facilitate
trust and openness,” (Knox & Burkard, 2009, p.6) which was ideal for my work, in which
theories are co-constructed based on the interviewee’s responses to interview questions
and my analysis (Charmaz, 2014).
Interviews were scheduled between late-December 2019 and early-January 2020
and occurred between the weeks of January 20th and February 3rd. Glesne (2014)
recommends no more than two interviews per day; therefore, I decided to conduct no
more than one interview per day. I made this decision for several reasons: (i) it allowed
me to dedicate enough time to memo-writing, early stages of data analysis, and
transcribing; (ii) it allowed ample time for travel, given that most interviews occurred
35+ minutes away from my home; and (iii) because the sample included current public
school teachers, interviews could only happen after 3 pm when teachers would be able to
leave their schools; scheduling more than one interview that fell after school hours but
remained respectful of participants’ busy home live (e.g., dinner, children, etc.) wasn’t
feasible. Interviews ranged in time between 25 and 45 minutes and consisted of openended conversations between myself and one interviewee. I recorded these interviews on
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my personal cell phone. I also used a secondary recording device as a backup in case the
primary recording device failed.
Following each interview, I immediately logged initial thoughts, note-worthy
interview moments/statements, initial themes, and emerging theories within an analytic
memo (Lempert, 2007). I printed these analytic memos and added to a dissertation
binder, which included: (i) the survey responses of each interviewee; (ii) a copy of their
interview protocol; and (iii) their interview transcription.
Data Security
Surveys
Surveys were completed and stored automatically within the Qualtrics web-based
platform. The only surveys I downloaded were those pertaining to the 19 teachers who
were emailed a phase 2 cover letter. These files served as backups in the event the
Qualtrics website was inaccessible. I later deleted the survey files for each of the 12
teachers who elected not to participate in the second phase of my work; I left only the
survey files of the seven teachers who had agreed to participate in an interview.
I printed each of the seven survey responses and stored them in a research binder,
which accompanied me to every interview. I engaged in member-checking (Charmaz,
2014) by providing each participant with a copy of their survey responses and reviewed
their responses with them. This process allowed each participant to verify the accuracy of
their responses. It was this member-checking (Charmaz, 2014) that allowed the
originally-scheduled seventh teacher to realize she’d responded incorrectly to the survey
questions.
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Interviews & Analytic Memos
Immediately following each interview, I engaged in analytic memoing (Charmaz,
2014). Analytic memos were saved directly to my dissertation laptop, and a copy of each
was printed and added to my dissertation binder.
I transcribed each interview, manually, immediately following analytic memo
writing. I saved the transcriptions to each interview on my dissertation laptop and printed
a copy to include in my dissertation binder. I then uploaded each interview file to a
secure web-based storage platform. After ensuring that each file had uploaded
appropriately, I deleted the audio file off my cell phone and the secondary recording
device.
Data Analysis
Data Analysis Phase 1: Participant Recruitment Surveys
It was critical to analyze the survey results accurately, and before sampling stage
2 beginning, because these results dictated who I contacted for the second phase of my
work. Initially, section #2 was analyzed to determine how many teachers responded ‘no’
to either question. I found that four respondents (3 from SD#1 and 1 from SD#2) replied
no to one or both questions in section #2; however, neither had provided consent for a
follow-up interview. Therefore, I shifted the initial research question to a new one
(Goldkuhl & Cronholm, 2003) focused on understanding the experiences of teachers who
had previously reported child sexual abuse.
I then analyzed section #3 of the survey to determine several things: (i) who had
reported previous experience detecting a child who’d been sexually abused; (ii) who had
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reported previous experience reporting child sexual abuse to CPS or school
administration; and (iii) who had provided consent to be contacted for a follow-up
interview.
Data Analysis Phase 2: Semi-Structured Interviews
Eaves (2001) provides a detailed account of a multi-step analytic process that was
synthesized based on grounded theorists’ (Charmaz, 1983; Chesler; 1987; Strauss &
Corbin, 1990) previous works. Eaves (2001) recommends this multi-step analytic process
for novice-level grounded theorists, in an attempt to clarify misconceptions regarding
appropriate grounded theory data analysis methods. Eaves (2001) suggests that a
grounded theory researcher first create a diagram (Figure 4) of the analytic approach, to
serve as a visual aid during the process. Eaves (2001) states that this diagram can shift if
needed. During the iterative processes of phase 2 data collection and phase 2 data
analysis, analytic memos (Charmaz, 2014) served as an avenue through which initial
codes, themes, and theories emerged. Additionally, Analytic memos provided an
opportunity for cross-case analysis to occur through constant comparison (Charmaz,
2014).
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Line-by-Line Coding: I used a detailed line-by-line coding method (Eaves, 2001)
on each of the six interview transcriptions, and each analytic memo. This process allowed
me to highlight key terms and phrases used by the participants themselves (Saldaňa,
2009). Keywords and phrases were underlined, and then a list of these keywords and
phrases were made; these keywords and phrases reflected the pivotal ideas stated by the
participants during their interview (Eaves, 2001). I then reduced these coded phrases to
groups of similar coded phrases, which became clusters (Eaves, 2001). I then reduced
these clusters down to meta-cluster groupings, which I then labeled as ‘concepts’ (Eaves,
2001). I compared these concepts to the themes and categories that had emerged within
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my analytic memos, particularly my last one, which served as a space for me to reflect on
each of my interviews, questions I had, and preliminary themes within the data.
I then grouped similar concepts into categories, which were created by constantly
comparing codes to one another (Strauss and Corbin, 1990). This constant comparison
technique is, “a method of comparing codes and categories for similarities and
relationships that exist among codes and categories,” (Eaves, 2001, p658). I identified
subcategories, and then conceptual links were made between the subcategories (eaves,
2001). I then identified core categories, which are the central themes of the data
(Charmaz, 1983). Mini theories emerged from these core categories, which then gave
way to the development of explanatory frameworks.
Establishing Trustworthiness
Lincoln and Guba’s (1985) work established that validity was not an appropriate
measure for qualitative work, and thus created the trustworthiness criteria instead.
Trustworthiness focuses on the, “quality and rigor of a study, about what sorts of criteria
can be used to assess how well the research was carried out,” and generally pertains to,
“research methods, techniques for data collection, analysis, and interpretation,” (Glesne,
2016, p53). There are four constructs: (i) credibility; (ii) transferability; (iii)
dependability; and (iv) confirmability, to help determine the trustworthiness of qualitative
work (Glesne, 2016).
Credibility
Similar to internal validity in quantitative work, credibility seeks to determine,
“how congruent are the findings (of the research) with reality?” (Shenton, 2004).
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Credibility is thought to be one of the most important constructs of establishing
trustworthiness in qualitative research (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Several steps will be
taken to ensure the credibility of my work:
(i) Adoption of well-established research methods: Shenton (2004) suggests that
the line of questioning utilized in interviews or data collection methods should be derived
from previous works, whose research foci are similar in nature, and that have shown to be
successful. The ECE Beliefs in CSA survey, which was used to establish who could
potentially be contacted during the second phase of sampling, was inspired by The Child
Abuse Questionnaire (Kenny, 2001) which was developed to ascertain the demographics
and beliefs of educators regarding child abuse. However, there is little-to-no qualitative
work available; thus, while the follow-up interview questions could not be derived from
previous works, the protocol was developed in such a way that it aligned with some of
the survey questions and aimed to elicit the type of information I would need to fulfill the
goals of my work.
(ii) Tactics for honesty: Shenton (2004) states that all research participants should
have the option of refusing to participate in elements of the research project, which will
help increase the likelihood that those who are providing data are doing so honestly. The
participant recruitment survey asked those who have completed the survey to indicate
whether or not they were willing to participate in a follow-up interview. Potential
interviewees were only contacted if they had indicated interest in this next phase of the
research. Additionally, it was emphasized that the sole researcher of my work would
guarantee anonymity so that participants did not have to be concerned with backlash from

98

their supervisors and could feel comfortable to answer questions honestly. Lastly,
interviewees were made aware prior to officially beginning the interview that they had a
right to skip a question that made them feel uncomfortable, or to stop the interview all
together; and
(iii) Frequent debriefing sessions: Shenton (2014) suggests frequent meetings
between the researcher and their superiors or research supervisors. These meetings
provided an opportunity for me to have my work, and suggested course of action,
reviewed and revised, if necessary, by others who are in a supervisory role. I sought
feedback from members of my committee: (i) throughout the proposal stage of my work;
(ii) at the time of the proposal; (iii) prior to formally beginning data collection phase 1;
(iv) throughout data analysis phase 1 (reviewing survey responses); (v) prior to formally
beginning sampling phase 2; (vi) prior to beginning data collection phase 2; and across
other milestones of my work.
Transferability
Similar to external validity in quantitative work, transferability refers to the
manner in which the findings of one particular study can be generalized to the outside
world (Shenton, 2014). Researchers disagree as to whether or not generalizability can
genuinely exist within the constraints of qualitative research (Shenton, 2014) given that
data collected is specific to the settings and contexts in which they occur. Ultimately,
Shenton (2014) places the responsibility on me, as the researcher, to determine to what
extent the findings of their work might be transferable to other populations.
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I established transferability by making connections between the themes and
theories emerging from this data, and findings from previous works, albeit quantitative.
One of the goals of my work was to contribute to the gap in the literature by providing
qualitative findings to a field that seemingly is dependent on the results of quantitative
data. For example, research (e.g. Baxter & Beer, 1990) has previously found that the
child maltreatment and neglect training offered to teachers is inadequate; my work
specifically asked teachers to discuss their training experiences, and allowed for me to
understand the factors contributing to the aforementioned findings.
Dependability
Similar to reliability in quantitative work, dependability seeks to determine if
similar results would be obtained if the work were replicated with the same methods and
within the same context and participants (Shenton, 2014). While some might argue that
the results of one's work are tied to the observations and data collected, thus, “static and
frozen in the ethnographic present,” (Shenton, 2014, p.71) there are procedures that can
be followed to ensure that, should another researcher want, the research could be
replicated. Shenton (2014) suggests treating the methodology of one's work as a
prototype model, so-to-speak, in which sections within the work are dedicated to each
element of the project and provides thorough descriptions of: (i) research design, and
implementation; (ii) data collection methods; and (iii) a ‘reflective appraisal’ (p.72)
which evaluates the efficacy of the process. My research provides a detailed outline of
each phase of the methodological process, including an appendix of additional facts and
figures that more specifically highlight the process undertaken through my work.
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Confirmability
Similar to objectivity in quantitative works, confirmability concerns itself with the
utilization of, “instruments that are not dependent on human skill and perception,”
(Shenton, 2014, p.72). Steps are taken to ensure that the findings of the work are, “the
result of the experiences and ideas of the informants, rather than the characteristics and
preferences of the researcher,” (Shenton, 2014, p.72). The extent to which a researcher is
willing to admit their own predispositions is a crucial element of confirmability (Shenton,
2014). The thorough methodological descriptions provided leads to an audit trail
(Shenton, 2014) which allows for all readers to access a step-by-step guide to my work;
including, but not limited to, (i) research decisions made; (ii) weaknesses; and (iii)
detailed procedures.
Limitations
There are several limitations to my work, there are explained below:
First, one of the traditional characteristics of a grounded theory is theoretical
sampling. Theoretical sampling is a process through which participant recruitment is
strategically done based on the theories emerging through initial coding of data
(Charmaz, 2014). However, due to the sensitive nature of my work, theoretical sampling
was not possible. However, revisions to interview protocols were done in such a way that
future interviewees were able to provide responses based on their experiences, which
continued to contribute towards the constructivist approach of theory creation (Charmaz,
2014).
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Second, traditionally, grounded theory researchers will revise their interview
protocols to reflect preliminary coding processes. Charmaz (2014) says that you can go
back to participants who were interviewed prior to the interview protocol revision if you
are able to. I chose not to revisit the first two interview participants for two reasons. First,
the questions added to the revised protocol were follow-up questions asked during one, or
both, of my initial interviews. Second, given the sensitive nature of these conversations, I
felt that the only way to receive high-quality responses and probing, if needed, was inperson.
Third, response rates during both data collection phases of my work were low.
During phase one, I emailed the ECE beliefs of CSA survey to a total of 1,652 teachers
across three school districts and received 157 responses: a 9.5% return rate. During phase
2, I emailed 19 teachers with an invitation to participate in a follow-up interview and
received responses from 7 teachers; representing roughly ⅓ of the teachers I’d sent
personalized emails to. One of my interviewees from SD#1 enlightened me as to a
possible reason for these response rates. She disclosed to me that many principals across
SD#1 explicitly asked their teachers not to respond to my ECE Beliefs of CSA survey
because they feared how the responses of their teachers could reflect poorly on their
school.
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS AND FINDINGS
Introduction
Child maltreatment is defined as, “any recent act or failure to act on the part of a
parent or caretaker which results in death, serious physical or emotional harm, sexual
abuse or exploitation …” (CAPTA). Of the millions of alleged child maltreatment cases
that are reported annually to the Department of Social Services, child sexual abuse
accounts for nearly 10% of them (ACF, 2019) and as many as 35% of these cases involve
children younger than 7-years-old (Brilleslijper-Kater et al., 2004). Felitti et al. (1996)
identified CSA as one of the seven adverse childhood experiences; thus, children who are
sexually abused are more likely than non-sexually abused children to suffer long-term
effects into adulthood. Therefore, not only is it important to understand the prevalence of
CSA, but it is also imperative to understand what measures, if any, can be taken to
mitigate the lasting effects of sexual abuse. However, the extent to which CSA is
affecting children, nationally, is difficult to quantify for several reasons; for example,
research believes that only 38% of children who are sexually abused report it to someone
(London et al., 2005; Ullman, 2007). Additionally, while school personnel identify as
many as 52% of all child maltreatment cases, more than any other profession (Sedlak et
al., 2010), researchers believe that they are also failing to report these cases of alleged
maltreatment and neglect more often than any other mandated reporter professional
(Smith, 2005). Due to the amount of time teachers spend in the presence of children,
researchers have identified them as members of the community who are most feasibly
able to identify and report suspected cases of CSA to CPS (Smith, 2005). Unfortunately,
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little is known regarding the beliefs and experiences of teachers, especially as it relates to
early childhood educators and child sexual abuse, specifically. Thus, this grounded theory
focuses on the experiences of early childhood educators who have reported CSA to
school administration or CPS.
In chapter one of this work, I discussed pertinent information regarding the sexual
abuse of children, with the goal of helping readers develop an understanding of the
magnitude of this problem. This chapter transitioned into the content of the second
chapter, which focused on providing an overview of the literature available regarding
hindrances to detecting and reporting CSA, in addition to a historical outline of mandated
reporting laws across our country. The content of chapters one and two highlight the
importance and timeliness of this work, which is methodologically outlined in chapter
three. This chapter provides a thorough overview of the results of this work, highlighting
the themes, categories, and theories that emerged from the data.
Sampling & Data Collection Stage 1 Results
Stage 1 of sampling and data collection consisted of a survey titled ECE Beliefs of
CSA, which contained three parts. Part 1 asked survey respondents to provide
demographic information such as their gender, age-range, and racial identification. Part 2
asked two screening questions that were initially designed to allow the researcher to
determine which respondents would be contacted for stage 2 of sampling. Part 3 asked
survey respondents to provide answers to questions related to teachers’ experiences
detecting and reporting child sexual abuse, as well as consent to potentially be contacted
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for a follow-up interview during stage 2 of sampling. Table 4 provides detailed
demographic information for the 1,652 teachers who responded to this survey.
Table 4: Survey respondents demographic overview
SD#1
N = 115

SD#2
N = 29

SD#3
N = 13

18 - 24 years old
25 - 34 years old
35 - 44 years old
45 - 54 years old
55+ years old

13.04%
28.70%
28.70%
20.87%
8.70%

7.41%
37.04%
18.52%
29.63%
7.41%

7.69%
7.69%
38.46%
38.46%
7.69%

Male
Female
Non-gender binary
Prefer not to answer

1.74%
96.52%
.87%
.87%

3.70%
96.30%
0.00%
0.00%

0.00%
100%
0.00%
0.00%

Yes
No

.88%
99.12%

0.00%
100%

0.00%
100%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.88%

0.00%

0.00%

4.39%

11.11%

0.00%

.88%

0.00%

0.00%

93.86%

88.89%

100%

46.09%
47.83%
1.74%
2.61%

48.15%
48.15
3.70%
0.00%

38.46%
53.85%
7.69%
0.00%

0.87%

0.00%

0.00%

0.87%

0.00%

0.00%

Age

Gender

Hispanic/
Latino?

Race
American Indian or
Alaska Native
Asian
Black or African
American
Native Hawaiian or other
Pacific Islander
White
Education
Completed
Bachelors
Masters
PhD
Some College
Child Development
Associate
High School/GED
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Grade
PreK/4K
Kindergarten/K5
1st Grade
2nd Grade
Other

7.83%
28.70%
40.00%
21.74%
1.74%

14.81%
37.04%
25.93%
22.22%
0.00%

15.38%
38.46%
38.46%
7.69%
0.00%

A total of 1,652 PreK through 2nd-grade teachers across seven upstate school
districts were emailed a survey titled ECE Beliefs of CSA; a total of 157 responses were
received for a response rate of 9.5%. Demographically, respondents fell within the
following age ranges: 18 - 24 (11.46%); 25 - 34 (28.02%); 35 - 44 (27.38%); 45 - 54
(23.56%); or 55+ (8.28%). Most survey respondents were female (95.54%), but 1.91%
were male, and less than 1% identified as non-gender-binary or preferred not to answer.
Survey respondents identified as White (91.71%); Black (5.09%); Native Hawaiian or
Other Pacific Islander (.63%); and Asian (.63%); no teachers identified as American
Indian. It should be noted that 1 (.63%) teacher from SD#1 identified as Latinx. The
following levels of education were represented through survey respondents: MA
(47.77%); BA (45.22%); PhD (2.54%); Some College (1.91%); and less than 1%
indicated that they had either a Child Development Associate or some High School/GED.
Lastly, teachers who responded to the survey taught the following grades: 1st grade
(36.94%); Kindergarten/K5 (30.57%); 2nd Grade (20.38%); Pre-Kindergarten/4K
(9.55%); or selected other (1.27%). A detailed, district-by-district summary follows:
School District #1
A total of 1,152 PreK through 2nd-grade teachers were emailed in School District
#1; 115 teachers completed the survey, for a response rate of 9.98%. Teachers in SD#1
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were initially emailed the ECE Beliefs of CSA survey on Thursday, November 7th, and
then emailed three separate follow-up reminders on Thursday, November 14th; Thursday,
November 21st; and Monday, November 25th. Demographically, most survey
respondents fell within the 25 - 34 (28.7%) or 35 - 44 (28.7%) age ranges; were female
(96.52%); identified as white (93.86%); held a MA degree (47.83%); and taught 1st grade
(40%).
When asked if they felt as though early childhood educators should be mandated
reporters of child sexual abuse, most respondents said yes (98.25%). When asked whether
they believed that child sexual abuse was a serious issue in our society, almost all
respondents said yes (99.13%). When asked to indicate whether they ever suspected that
one of their students was being sexually abused, most (48.21%) respondents said no.
When asked whether or not they had ever reported child sexual abuse to child protective
services or school administration, most (53.57%) said no. However, it should be noted
that 5.36% and 3.5% of teachers, respectively, selected prefer not to answer when asked
whether they’d ever suspected a student was being sexually abused or if they’d ever
reported child sexual abuse to CPS or school administration. These results could imply
that there were some respondents who had suspected a child was being sexually abused
but did not follow through with making a report to CPS or school administration. Lastly,
most (75%) of respondents did not provide consent to be contacted for a follow-up
interview. However, when compared to the other two school districts, SD#1 had the
highest percentage of teachers willing to participate in the interview stage of this work.
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School District #3
A total of 237 PreK through 2nd-grade teachers were emailed in School District
#3; 13 teachers completed the survey, for a response rate of 5.58%. Teachers in SD#3
were initially emailed the ECE Beliefs of CSA survey on Monday, November 25th, and
then emailed three separate follow-up reminders on Monday, December 2nd; Monday,
December 9th; and Monday, December 16th. Demographically, most survey respondents
fell within the 35 - 44 (38.46%) or 45 - 55 (38.46%) age ranges; were female (100%);
identified as white (100%); held a MA degree (53.85%); and taught Kindergarten
(38.46%) or 1st grade (38.46%).
When asked whether they believed that early childhood educators should be
mandated reporters of CSA, 100% of respondents said yes. Similarly, 100% of
respondents reported that they believed CSA was a serious issue in our society. When
asked if they ever suspected that a student was being sexually abused, most (54.55%)
SD#3 teachers said yes. Interestingly, however, when asked if they’d ever reported CSA
to CPS or school administration, most (54.55%) SD#3 teachers said. Unlike teachers
from SD#1, however, no SD#3 teachers selected prefer not to answer when asked either
of the aforementioned questions. This implies that perhaps there were teachers who had
suspected a child was being sexually abused but decided against reporting to CPS or
school administration. Most SD#3 teachers, 90.91%, did not give consent to be contacted
for a follow-up interview.
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School District #2 1 - 5
School District #2 serves a county that covers a large area; it is broken up into
five separate school districts. A total of 263 PreK through 2nd-grade teachers were
emailed across School District #2 1 through 5; 29 teachers completed the survey, for a
response rate of 11.03%. Teachers in SD#2 1 through 5 were initially emailed the ECE
Beliefs of CSA survey on Monday, November 25th, and were then emailed weekly
follow-up reminders for a period of three weeks. Demographically, most survey
respondents fell within the 25 - 34 age range (37.04%); were female (96.3%); identified
as white (88.89%); held a BA (48.15%) or MA (48.15%) degree; and taught Kindergarten
(37.04%). SD#2 1 through 5 teachers were also asked to indicate which of the five SD#2s
they taught in, most taught in SD#2 4 (33.33%) or 5 (33.33%); no teachers from SD#2 2
responded to the survey.
When asked whether they felt as though early childhood educators should be
mandated reporters of child sexual abuse, most (96.30%) SD#2 teachers said yes. When
asked if they felt as though child sexual abuse was a serious issue in our society, 100% of
SD#2 teachers said yes. Most (55.56%) teachers said yes when asked if they’d ever
suspected that one of their students was being sexually abused. However, when asked if
they’d ever reported child sexual abuse to CPS or school administration, most (51.85%)
teachers said no. These results, like those from SD#1 and SD#3, suggest that there were
teachers who suspected a student was being sexually abused, but decided against
reporting. Interestingly, 7.41% of teachers responded prefer not to answer when asked
whether they had ever suspected one of their students were being sexually abused.
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Similarly, 7.41% of teachers selected prefer not to answer when asked if they had ever
reported child sexual abuse. Most (80.77%) of SD#2 teachers did not give consent to be
contacted for a follow-up interview.
Sampling & Data Collection Stage #2 Results
As is customary with grounded theory research, the initial RQ developed to help
guide this research evolved during the iterative process of sampling, data collection, and
data analysis (Jørgensen, 2001). Initially, this work was geared towards exploring the
beliefs and perspectives of early childhood educators who felt as though they should not
be mandated reporters of child sexual abuse. Thus, two screening questions, (i) Do you
believe early childhood educators should be mandated reporters of child sexual abuse?
and (ii) Do you believe that child sexual abuse is a serious issue in our society?, were
developed to identify participants who could be contacted during the 2nd stage of
sampling. However, a preliminary analysis of survey responses highlighted several key
findings: (i) while there were 3 SD#1 and 1 SD#2 teachers who responded no to one of
the two screening questions, neither had provided consent to be contacted for a follow-up
interview; and (ii) the percentage of teachers, across all districts, who had reported child
sexual abuse to CPS or school administration was much higher than anticipated.
Grounded Theory research looks to preliminary and future analysis of data to
guide the evolution of the RQ (Charmaz, 2014), thus the RQ shifted to understanding
how early childhood educators navigated the process of reporting child sexual abuse.
Hence, the screening questions also shifted from those initially identified in part 2 of the
ECE Beliefs of CSA survey, to one of the questions in the third part of the survey, Have
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you ever reported child sexual abuse to child protective services or school
administration?
A total of 34 teachers, across all districts surveyed, provided consent to be
contacted for a follow-up interview. To determine whom could be contacted for sampling
stage 2, survey responses were filtered through Qualtrics to display only surveys from
respondents who responded yes to both of the following questions: (i) I have reported
child sexual abuse to CPS or school administration; and (ii) I provide consent to be
contacted for a follow-up interview. A total of 19 teachers (14 from SD#1, 4 from SD#2,
and 1 from SD#3) were contacted during sampling stage 2; demographic information for
these teachers can be found in table 5. Each of the 19 teachers received a personalized
email thanking them for their time and asking if they’d be interested in participating in
the 2nd stage of this research, an in-person interview. A total of 7 teachers from SD#1
and SD#2 responded to this email and scheduled an in-person interview. However, prior
to the beginning of the last in-person interview, a SD#1 teacher realized she had misread
the survey and, as a result, provided inaccurate responses. The decision was made to
remove her from the study; therefore, she was not interviewed. Lastly, it should be noted
that no teachers from SD#3 participated in the second stage of this work.
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Table 5: Sampling stage 2 teacher demographic overview
SD#1
N = 14

SD#2
N=4

SD#3
N=1

18 - 24 years old
25 - 34 years old
35 - 44 years old
45 - 54 years old
55+ years old

7.14%
35.71%
35.71%
21.43%
0.00%

0.00%
25.00%
50.00%
25.00%
0.00%

0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
100%
0.00%

Male
Female
Non-gender binary
Prefer not to answer

0.00%
100%
0.00%
0.00%

25.00%
75.00%
0.00%
0.00%

0.00%
100%
0.00%
0.00%

Yes
No

0.00%
100%

0.00%
100%

0.00%
100%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

100%

100%

100%

Bachelors
Masters
PhD
Some College
Child Development
Associate
High School/GED

57.14%
42.86%
0.00%
0.00%

25.00%
50.00%
25.00%
0.00%

100%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

Prek/4K
Kindergarten/K5

0.00%
21.43%

50.00%
25.00%

100%
0.00%

Age

Gender

Hispanic/
Latino?

Race
American Indian or
Alaska Native
Asian
Black or African
American
Native Hawaiian or other
Pacific Islander
White
Education
Completed

Grade
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1st Grade
2nd Grade
Other

71.43%
7.14%
0.00%

0.00%
25.00%
0.00%

0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

Summary of Interviewees
There was a total of 6 teachers interviewed for the second stage of this work; their
demographic information can be found in table 6. In an effort to provide a better
contextualization of each of the six interview participants, brief summaries of each
teacher follow. These summaries are not meant to serve as an analysis of each teacher’s
interview.
Table 6: Interviewee Demographic Overview
Pseudonym
#1
#2
#3
#4
#5
#6

Kay
Hazel
Maria
Lilly
Eileen
Selena

AgeGender Race
Range
35 - 44 Female White
35 - 44 Female White
35 - 44 Female White
18 - 24 Female White
35 - 44 Female White
25 - 34 Female White

Level of Education

Grade

Masters
Masters
Bachelors
Bachelors
Masters
Bachelors

1st Grade
2nd Grade
PreK/4K
1st Grade
Kindergarten
1st Grade

Interviewee #1
Kay identifies as a white female, is between 35 - 44 years old, and currently holds
a MA-degree. Kay has been teaching a total of 10 years - 3 in the low country of SC, and
7 for a local upstate district - and has always taught first grade. She discusses her
experiences teaching military and Latinx children in the low country, and how it differs
from teaching the population of children she currently teaches.
We seamlessly transition into a discussion regarding a child who displayed
behaviors she felt were signs of CSA, such as inappropriately touching others, and
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himself, frequently and soiling himself. She consults with other teachers, who tell her that
his sister also displayed the same behaviors, and they convince her that it’s a medical
condition. She also consults with other members of school personnel, such as the school
counselor. After a meeting with the child, the school counselor decides that there isn’t
any need to make a report to DSS.
Other topic discussed during our interview include Kay’s definition of child
sexual abuse and how it aligns with what is and isn’t considered a child. We also discuss
her own history with sexual abuse - both as a child and as an adult - and she makes
connections regarding why it’s important for her that her students see her as someone
who will keep them safe. Lastly, we discuss her views regarding the barriers to reporting,
and/or elements to the reporting process that need improvement. Kay’s description of
how she navigated reporting child maltreatment and neglect, being lost in the sauce,
inspired the title of this work.
Interviewee #2
Hazel identifies as a white female, is between 35 - 44 years old, and currently
holds a MA-degree. Hazel has been teaching roughly 12 years. She completed her student
teaching in Canada and a country in Central Asia, where she taught PE and a mixed 3rd5th grade class, respectively. She has been teaching at the same school, locally, for 12-13
years, where she’s taught 5th and 2nd grades. She says 2nd is her favorite grade, as she
doesn’t believe she could handle the younger grades.
We transition into a conversation where she informs me that she believes child
sexual abuse is defined as “unsafe touches on bathing suit parts of the body” which she
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feels is an all-encompassing way to describe CSA. Hazel expresses that she would like
more training related to child sexual abuse and other types of child maltreatment and
describes how uncertain she is when navigating the process of reporting child
maltreatment and/or neglect. She discusses her experience reporting a child whom she
suspected was being sexually abused because he would often go to school with bruises on
his body, and then started trying to put things into his rectum; she notes she had to call
DSS several times before finally getting through to someone.
Other topics discussed during our interview include her need for additional
training in order to identify the signs and symptoms of child sexual abuse, in addition to
other forms of maltreatment. She also discusses some suggested changes to the way
reports are made to DSS - such as having DSS provide an update to teachers regarding
the child they’ve made a report about. Lastly, Hazel admits that while it’s embarrassing
for her to acknowledge how much she doesn’t know about this topic, it’s “fairly
reflective of a lot of us” highlighting that her level of uncertainty regarding detecting and
reporting CSA is likely shared by many other teachers throughout the school.
Interviewee #3
Maria identifies as a white female, is between 35 - 44 years old, and currently
holds a BA-degree. Maria estimates she’s been teaching for about 17 years. She began
her teaching career in SD#1 where she started teaching in their full-day K4 program. She
was in SD#1 for 2 years and then moved to SD#2, where she’s taught for the last 15 years
of her career. In the 17 years she’s been teaching, she’s taught K4, Kindergarten, and 1st
grade; and she says K4 is her “sweet spot” because the kids are still eager to learn.
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We seamlessly transition into a discussion regarding her definition of the term
child sexual abuse and deciphering at what age certain actions can become appropriate,
given that it was relevant to understanding her definition of CSA. Our conversation
regarding the training opportunities that have been made available to her is interesting
because SD#3 did not begin offering mandated reporter training until 2 - 3 years ago; for
the roughly 12 years she’d been teaching in SD#2 prior to their integration of the
mandated reporter training, Maria had been training herself on how to identify signs of
childhood trauma.
Maria tells me about a child in her classroom who would frequently expose
himself to others, but then asked a child to expose himself to him and instructed him to
touch his penis. She went directly to their school counselor, who decided that what would
be best would be to call the child’s parents and discuss the situation with them directly.
The child returned the next day so badly beaten, by the father, that the child couldn’t sit.
At this point, Maria’s administrator asked the father to come into school to inform him
that they’d be contacting DSS. Maria discusses another situation, this time the child
discloses that her older brother is touching her with his penis; however, instead of going
to school administration, she immediately goes to DSS. Maria says “after my first
experience, I have not lollygagged” regarding going directly to DSS when she feels she
needs to; highlighting the extent to which previous experiences reporting CSA can
influence future reporting.
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Interviewee #4
Lilly identifies as a white female, is between 18 - 24 years old, and currently
holds a BA-degree. Lilly, in her first year of teaching, graduated from a local University
with a degree in Early Childhood Education in May of 2019. While she spent an entire
year in Kindergarten for her internship placement, she is currently teaching 1st grade at a
school in a local upstate district and is enjoying it.
Lilly’s definition of child sexual abuse is interesting because she defines it,
partially, as “any child that has had any form of sexual abuse” in addition to exposure to
inappropriate vocabulary, touching, and videos. When asked to expand upon the training
opportunities she’s had, she first reflects upon her Darkness to Light training offered
through her university. She does say that her current school district has provided them
with ACEs training, and says that one of the various 20-minute videos they have to watch
at the beginning of the year is “probably” about mandated reporter training but it doesn’t
discuss any of the steps to reporting.
Lilly describes her experience reporting a case of suspected child sexual abuse to
DSS. This child would often put his face in, and hit, the genital area of other children
within their classroom, and eventually disclose to Lilly that two family members were
abusing him. While she does disclose some uncertainty regarding who she should tell,
and what she should do in the aftermath of his disclosure, she ultimately goes to their
school social worker who helps her navigate the process. Lilly’s suggestions for the
mandated reporter process are to provide a follow-up to the teacher who makes the report
to DSS.
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Interviewee #5
Eileen identifies as a white female, is between 35 - 44 years old, and currently
holds a MA-degree. Eileen has been a teacher for 12 years; she began teaching in a local
upstate district, switched to a different one where she taught for 8 years, and then
transitioned back to the district where she began her teaching career after having a child.
Eileen has taught a variety of grades thus far, but her favorite grade was 2nd - 3rd grade
science because it was fun.
Eileen discusses the training she’s received within her current school district,
which requires teachers to watch a 20-minute video regarding mandated reporting and
CSA. She describes this training as “below adequate” and thinks the school district is just
“ticking a box” so they can say they provided training.
Eileen tells me about a child who disclosed his Karate instructor was
inappropriately touching him abusing him. She reports this to the school counselor, who
then has a meeting with the child and expects him to disclose the abuse to her as well.
When he doesn’t, the school counselor tells Eileen not to make a report because she
likely misunderstood. Eileen decides to make the report directly to the child’s mother.
She discusses 3 other instances in which she’s reported to DSS, and while she worries if
she’s made the right decision, she says she doesn’t ever want a child to tell someone and
not feel safe in the aftermath. She suggests that teachers who make a report to DSS are
updated regarding the situation.
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Interviewee #6
Selena identifies as a white female, is between 25 - 34 years old, and currently
holds a BA-degree. Selena has been teaching 4 years in title 1 schools; the last 3 years
have been at the same school in a local upstate school district. Her first-year teaching was
in Saluda County, which she describes as “very low-income, very rough” with high gang
activity. She has experience teaching 1st and 2nd grade and feels that 1st grade is her
favorite.
Selena defines child sexual abuse as any “sexual mistreatment” and expands to
include touching, and exposure to “sexual things” at a young age. Selena says they’ve
just started ACEs training the week prior to our interview, but outside of that they only
have a mandated reporter training that doesn’t really talk about child sexual abuse. She
says that while the mandated reporter training says to report everything to DSS, her
school’s procedure states that you go to administration first, complete DSS paperwork,
and then make your report to DSS unless the school suggests otherwise.
Selena tells me about a girl who she suspected was being sexually abused because
she was often withdrawn from the class, and would sometimes become aggressive; the
child once came to school with an iron brick in her book bag. Teachers from the car line
also noticed that she and her grandfather had an odd relationship because she’d “kiss all
over him” and he “had tons of toys, and it looked very strange”. After consulting with
other teachers and the school counselor - who’d previously made a report as well - she
contacted DSS. She was later told that the case wasn’t picked up for investigation by DSS
because there wasn’t enough proof of sexual misconduct. She suggests that DSS follow-
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up with teachers who make a report to them, and that they consider investigating all
reports made to them, regardless of how much proof there is.
Interview Results
Each of the six interviewees assisted in co-constructing a theory that could help
explain how early childhood educators navigate the process of reporting CSA to school
administration or CPS. After a thorough comparison of analytic memos and codes from
the six interviewees (e.g. Appendix 2.1, 2.2), five categories were developed and later
evolved into theoretical ideas, which are each grounded in the data (Ramalho et al.,
2015). These five categories: (i) Training (ii) Detecting; (iii) Consulting; (iv) Reporting;
and (v) Coping, theoretically, explain experiences of early childhood educators who have
reported CSA. A detailed description of each of the five categories, in addition to their
interconnectedness regarding the experience of reporting CSA, follows:
Training
For the purposes of this work, training refers to any opportunities designed with
the goal of helping teachers understand: (i) their roles and responsibilities as mandated
reporters; and/or (ii) the signs, symptoms, and other relevant information associated with
various types of childhood maltreatment and neglect. What follows is a description of
teachers’ individual training experiences offered through their school districts.
Teachers described a variety of training experiences, ranging from 20-minute
videos focused on mandated reporting policies, to 8-hour-long training opportunities that
covered a variety of topics. Additionally, teachers’ description regarding the extent to
which these training opportunities prepared them to navigate instances of child
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maltreatment or trauma in the classroom also varied, some training experiences offered
little towards their level of preparedness, while others allowed teachers to feel confident.
For example, when asked if she has had any training related to CSA or other types
of trauma and maltreatment, Selena replied: “not really, I mean, there was mandated
reporter training, which talked about it, but not really.” However, almost contrary to her
previous response, when asked how she felt this training prepared her for navigating
instances of child maltreatment or trauma in the classroom, Selena said,
“Umm, I think it does well. It tells you to report any concerns you have,
like if you have a suspicion … but I don’t think that a lot of people, like
even if you go tell an administrator something, it doesn’t, if you tell
someone something you have a concern about, they’re like ‘oh you don’t
need to report that’ when the training is more, like, ‘no you report
everything’,”
Like Selena, Eileen provides details regarding the training opportunities offered to her
through SD#1, where she currently teaches, and SD#2, where she formerly taught. Both
districts required that teachers watch a mandated reporter training video; Eileen describes
both as “below adequate” specifically stating, “I think they’re (SD#1) just ticking a box
to make sure they can say they’ve given you training.” These sentiments carried through
when asked if she could discuss how these training opportunities prepared her for
navigating instances of child maltreatment and trauma in the classroom. She first spoke
about the SD#2 training:
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“That was earlier in my career, so I didn’t feel very prepared. Umm, I
almost felt scared and nervous to call because I didn’t want to sound like
an idiot, you know, to go to the guidance counselor or the principal and
them naysay what was said,”
Contrary to the training experiences of Selena and Eileen, when asked to elaborate on
training opportunities offered to her through her current school district, Kay said:
“our school, like the entire staff, has actually gone to training in
Spartanburg on, umm, sexual abuse {and} traumatized children. I believe
it’s called ‘Trauma-informed training’ but I think we spent a couple of
days there, doing that training, and that was very eye-opening, and then
we have like a yearly video training that we watch … It's like an online
class that you take that talks about that and then we always have someone
come in and talk about trauma, traumatized children, and umm, abuse at
least once a school year, like in a staff training.”
Similarly, Maria discusses the opportunities, and lack-thereof, provided through her
current and former school districts. After her first year of teaching, SD#1 offered an 8hour long “continuing education class” which was “mainly on child abuse as a whole …
and then of course part of that included sexual abuse and trauma,” Maria said. When
asked to describe how this training helped prepare her for navigating child maltreatment
in the classroom, she stated:
“The training I had in SD#1 was pivotal for me. It really just helped me to
see all the areas of abuse that could happen, and they really helped us
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understand that we are mandated reporters. That it is not, you know, we let
somebody else know; that it’s our job. Umm, and kind of walked us
through the process so that we would know how to umm, how to move
forward and I just came away feeling very confident … I felt very
prepared, umm, and they sent us away with tons of resources.”
Maria’s experience with the 8-hour continuing education course allowed her to walk
away feeling confident and prepared to navigate the processes of detecting and reporting
child sexual abuse, and likely other forms of maltreatment. However, when asked to
discuss what, if any, training opportunities had been provided to her through her current
district, Maria responded “I had none,” and later clarified to include “maybe the past 2 or
3 years, we have gone to having training … on mandatory reporting,” and describes this
training as:
“a step in the right direction, but as far as feeling trained and
{able} to identify possible signs of abuse, I still think it has a lot of
room for growth.”
Maria has been teaching at this district for at least 8 years, meaning that for the first 5
years, she, and other teachers throughout the school, had no mandated reporter or child
maltreatment and neglect training offered to them. As a matter of fact, the only training,
so-to-speak, that Maria has had in the years prior to SD#2 offering formal training, has
been research she has done on her own:
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“Over the past couple of years, I have been, you know, umm,
doing some research of my own, on things like how to address
trauma in the classroom,”
Maria’s experiences within her current school district offer an additional layer of
understanding regarding the uncertainty that teachers sometimes experience throughout
the reporting process. For example, when asked to reflect upon her training experiences
and how they have prepared her for navigating child maltreatment within her classroom,
Hazel said the following:
“Not as much as I would like, actually. We watched, like a video about
mandated reporting at some point, and it’s one of those that you can kind
of, click through and finish without really watching … and I think they
kind of go over the procedures, or the steps of who you need to contact,
maybe … but it’s just very, umm, kind of thrown at us … so umm, I kinda
would like more training with that,”
Hazel’s experience with training leads to a level of uncertainty that is shared by many
teachers throughout the school:
“And like, usually, I have to ask like, umm, the social worker or someone,
like I forgot the steps … and like, that may be just me, but it seems like
everybody kind of goes through her, and then we’re like, wait, what are
we doing?”
Generally, any training opportunities offered to educators are viewed as a positive
supplement to their careers. However, while some teachers, such as Maria, discuss
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positive training outcomes, others described poor training experiences. This theme is
really focused on highlighting that lack of high-quality training programs offered to
teachers.
Detecting
For the purposes of this work, detecting refers to the process or action of
identifying a suspected case of CSA. After an analysis of the responses of teachers, it was
found that a variety of experiences and factors constitute the detection construct, such as
(i) teachers’ definition of CSA; (ii) teachers’ perception regarding signs and symptoms of
CSA; and (iii) teachers’ experiences detecting CSA. These experiences and factors were
derived directly from the data (Charmaz, 2014) and become more refined through
analytic memos. What follows are descriptions of each of the emerging subthemes under
the detection construct.
Teachers’ Definition of CSA
For the purposes of this work, teachers’ definition of CSA refers to the various
meanings that teachers have attached to the term child sexual abuse. Teachers provided a
variety of working definitions for CSA, some presented vague and/or limiting definitions
while others gave more detailed examples of what they thought constituted CSA. For
example, when asked to define CSA, Hazel said:
“unsafe touches on the bathing suit parts of the body … I feel like is a
good way of describing, kind of, an all-encompassing way,”

125

while Eileen stated, “any inappropriate touching,” when asked what she thought CSA
meant. These responses differ greatly from those given by Selena, Kay and Lilly, for
example, who each provided more detailed working definitions of CSA.
Selena described CSA as:
“Any sexual mistreatment, whether it be touching; I even think, like,
umm, trying to think of the right word, like having them subjected to
sexual things, whether it’s TV, at home, wherever, but like, unwanted
touch, and like, if it’s not cleaning, then obviously the person is getting
some sexual pleasure from it,”
Kay defined CSA as:
“any child who gets touched inappropriately, or forced to touch someone
inappropriately, kind of. It could also include exposure to language or
things that are not age appropriate. So, I think it could even include being,
having access to things that they shouldn’t be watching,”
While Lilly, the youngest teacher interviewed, defined CSA as:
“Any child that has had any form of sexual abuse; being if they have seen
inappropriate videos, if they have had a student inappropriately touching
them, you know, even having the, I guess, like the vocabulary, like
inappropriate vocabulary is usually a … I’m always like, how do you
know that word?”
There are some key differences when comparing the responses of Hazel and Eileen, to
those provided by Kay and Lilly. For example, while Hazel and Eileen seemingly limited
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their definitions of CSA to unsafe or inappropriate touching, Kay and Lilly included
concepts such as pornography, and exposure to inappropriate language. However, these
definitions, serving as examples of those offered by teachers interviewed, also had some
similarities. For instance, all teachers mentioned the word touching as part of their
definition.
Additionally, while operationalized differently, some made references to these
actions occurring against a child. After the second interview, the protocol was revised to
include a question which asked teachers to expand upon their definition of the term child
if it was included as part of their working definition of CSA. When asked to clarify at
what age she determined someone to be an adult, Lilly said, “hmmm, I would say 18, I
would guess,” while Maria gave a more detailed response:
“I think it’s just, during the formative years, and to me, formative years is
all through school, like until you become an adult, which even, you know,
your brain isn’t fully developed until you’re 25, but at that point, you hope
that some things are able to be handled”
Similarly, Kay, who was also asked to determine what age constituted a child versus an
adult, struggled and ultimately provided this complex answer:
“That’s tough to answer, because from my work, I have realized that your
prefrontal cortex is not fully developed until you’re 25, so it’s hard for me
to like, wrap my head around, like, okay … I mean at 24 I was in Iraq, so
… I couldn’t say I wasn’t an adult then … I mean, I say, age of consent. It
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makes sense to say the age of consent, 18, but legally, because that’s what,
you know, is the law.”
These responses depict that teachers, most of which were within the same school district,
each have their own working definitions of the term child sexual abuse. Furthermore,
responses provided by Lilly, Maria, and Kay highlight the uncertainty of teachers
regarding the legal age distinction between that of a child and an adult.
Teachers’ Perceptions Regarding Signs & Symptoms of CSA
Teachers’ perceptions regarding signs and symptoms of CSA refers to what they
perceive to be the physical, emotional, and/or behavioral indicators of CSA. Similar to
their responses regarding the definitions of CSA, teachers provided a variety of answers
when asked to elaborate on the signs and symptoms of CSA. In some cases, their
responses were seemingly extensions of the definitions they provided, for example, Kay
said:
“The soiling, the touching themselves, the touching others, umm, socialemotional issues, just like not able to umm, you know handle interactions
with others in an appropriate way,”
Her response highlights how teachers might use their perceived definitions of CSA to
help determine possible signs and symptoms, given that she defined CSA, partially, as
involving “inappropriate touching”. Unfortunately, her limited understanding of the signs
and symptoms of CSA lead to her inability to detect a possible victim of CSA, and a
confirmed victim of several ACEs:
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“One of the boys that were in my class, umm, did not show any signs or
symptoms … I mean, showed signs of like, Autism … but not signs of
sexual abuse … he had signs of autism but wasn’t like, diagnosed … he
could not function … he was always throwing temper tantrums, hurting
other children, pushing other people, putting things in his mouth … very
defiant,”
Kay discloses that the child’s mother requested he be moved to a different classroom,
where:
“he ended up touching another boy in the school bathroom … they ended
up reporting it, and this child had all types of thing … he was homeless …
his family lived in their car for a good portion of the year … and then
mom’s got mental disabilities,”
In other cases, teachers provided an extensive and/or detailed response when asked about
their perceived signs and symptoms of CSA. For example, Maria stated:
“The lack of boundaries is a big one for me … touching others
inappropriately, touching yourself inappropriately … Some touch at this
age is developmentally normal … but when it becomes aggressive, like
that’s all they seem to do, … or aggressive behaviors. Withdrawal, like
you’re not wanting to be touched,”
And Eileen responded:
“Umm, so frequent urination, umm, masturbating, you know, a
preoccupation with that area - which, a little bit, and I mean, you know
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this, especially for 5-year-olds, some is normal and exploring is normal,
but you just know when it crosses the line, and they’ll talk about different
things. They’ll talk about videos, or pictures, or things like that, and you
know something really wrong is going on here…”
However, some teachers gave responses that either admitted, or implied, that they knew
little regarding the signs and symptoms of CSA. For example, Hazel responded, “hmm …
that’s what I need more training on,” and while she did expand to include:
“I know like the ones where they’re like putting things in their body,
sometimes like emotional changes, or sometimes they don’t want to be
touched, or sometimes they’re really touchy, umm or copying behaviors,
maybe … acting the way that they’ve been treated”
She closed by saying “I feel like I don’t know enough about that.” Another teacher,
Selena, says:
“I think it can show in so many ways. It can show by being withdrawn. It
can show like, if you touch them and they pull away … umm, but that’s all
the things I know off the top of my head that are typical,”
Teachers provided a variety of answers when asked what they perceived to be the signs
and symptoms of CSA. It’s possible that their ability to provide detailed responses for
this answer are an extension of their training experiences. For example, Hazel admitted
she needed more training in this area and didn’t know enough about it. Another teacher,
Kay, unknowingly rattles of a list of signs and symptoms of CSA, but specifically notes
that they weren’t signs of sexual abuse, but rather of undiagnosed Autism.
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Teachers’ Experiences Detecting CSA
Teachers’ experiences detecting CSA refers to the manner in which teachers have
encountered children who they suspect are being sexually abused. Teachers gave a wide
variety of examples when discussing their experiences detecting victims of CSA. In some
cases, teachers made their detections based off behaviors they perceived to be signs of
sexual abuse; while others only detected the alleged sexual abuse because children
disclosed to them.
Kay, for example, discusses how she suspected one of her students was being
sexually abused:
“this boy was, umm, socially awkward … fondled himself all the time …
and frequent(ly) soil(ed) himself,”
After discussing her concerns with other teachers and school administrators, however,
she decided against reporting. Kay described another experience, which lead to her
assessing the situation on her own to determine whether a report needed to be made:
“I had a student I was curious about this year because he also touches, he’s
like got his hands down his shorts, but he’s also … socially different …
I’ve met his family and his parents, and I don’t see any other alarming
flags, so I disregarded that.”
Like Kay’s initial experience detecting a possible victim of CSA, Selena opens up about
how she suspected a child was being sexually abused and then proceeded to discuss these
concerns with teachers and school administration before making a decision to formally
report to CPS:
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“She never said anything, she was just, the way she would withdraw, and
there would be some days where she would, you could just see she wasn’t
the same person … she would just completely withdraw … she’d either go
and act like a baby, or she would … be very aggressive and angry, and
throw things, and like, she bought an iron brick in her book bag one time,”
She elaborates to include:
“I reported it, and I talked to her teacher before, to see if she had seen
anything from Kindergarten, and talked to the guidance counselor … the
guidance counselor had actually made reports as well”
Hazel elaborates on how she suspected a student of hers was being sexually abused. Like
Kay and Selena, she discusses her suspicions with a member of school administration:
“It was a student who, umm, he, well he had, um, a lot of bruises on him,
but then he started, umm, trying to put items, like, in his rectum, like
pencils, rulers, scissors, things like that … and he had a hard time like,
holding his bowels, and so some of those things from what I read were,
like, signs of abuse … I think I spoke with the social worker because I
wasn’t sure … but she either called with me or gave me the number to call
DSS,”
Lilly’s detection of an alleged victim of CSA was different, when compared to Kay,
Selena and Hazel, in that it was due to the fact that the child disclosed this to her,
directly:
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“The student was displaying, like, odd touching of other students in the
classroom … he would put his face in another boy’s genital area … and
then randomly, one day, we’re sitting … and he was coloring with me
because he couldn’t have recess … and he was just talking to me, and you
know, and it was a family member, it was two family members that had
been abusing him … I ran down the hall real quick, to Ms. {name
removed for confidentiality} office, who is our social worker, so I was
like, umm, can I like, what do I do, you know, and she was like, okay,
you’re going to call this number and we’ll call together”
Each of the six teachers interviewed provide varying examples that explain the specific
nuances and experiences related to their detection of a possible victim of CSA. However,
many of them - Kay, Selena, Hazel, and Lilly, for example - demonstrate how their
experiences detecting possible victims of CSA lead them to discussing these concerns
with teachers or school administrators.
Consulting
For the purposes of this work, consulting refers to seeking advice or knowledge
from others, such as teachers, school mental health staff (e.g. psychologists and/or social
workers), school counselors, or other members of school administration. After a thorough
analysis of interview transcriptions and analytic memos, it became clear that the act of
consulting was a key experience of mostly all participants. Teachers offered a variety of
responses regarding how and why they consulted with others; some expressed a desire to
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have their concerns regarding a particular child validated, while others indicated seeking
guidance from school administration because it was the policy of the school.
Kay, for instance, discusses her experience consulting with other teachers and
school administration after detecting one of her students as a possible victim of CSA:
“I think that was my first year teaching, so I started asking other teachers
and administrators like, this is what I am seeing, I don’t know what to do,
is this, you know, what do you think it is? And … trying to get some other
kind of input or feedback … I guess just some kind of validation or
someone to say ‘it’s not a big deal’ or ‘that’s normal’ … someone to give
me some advice one way or the other … the discussion with the teachers
pretty much convinced me that … I think they had said that he had
medical issues wetting himself … and that it was medical in nature and
not sexual abuse … I never ended up making a formal report … I talked to
the guidance counselor … I talked to the school psychologist about it … it
was just this gray area of ‘I don’t know’...”
Kay’s experience consulting with teachers and other school personnel points to an
underlying level of uncertainty regarding how to proceed through the reporting process,
she states:
“I feel like I was lost in the sauce, I didn’t know who to go to so I just
reached out and talked to everybody I could … So let me just reach out to
anybody because I don’t know what the policy is for reporting, like how

134

do I even make a report, like there was no training or email that said ‘if
you need to report something, this is how you do it’ so…”
Consulting usually occurred after teachers had made an initial detection of possible
sexual abuse and prior to formally reporting their suspicions of CSA to CPS. However,
sometimes consulting was necessary due to the teacher’s uncertainty regarding how to
proceed through the reporting process. For example, Hazel says:
“I’m showing how much, umm, I guess how much I don’t know. I guess I
would, like, look it up in the manual, in our handbook, and see, like, what
does that say, and then if I am not sure then I would go to the social
worker, umm, and then from there, if I still wasn’t sure, I would just call
anyway … but yeah, I guess I would just look it up first and then talk to
the social worker if I can’t figure it out, or google it, umm, and then from
the social worker, call if I am still not sure,”
Similarly, Lilly discussed needing to reach out to her school social worker after a child
disclosed to her that family members were abusing him:
“Actually, the first time I had to call DSS was over a sexual abuse case,
and this year, and I was kind of looking around like, umm, you know, …
and I was like, okay, he disclosed to me, what do I do? And I was like,
okay, I know I’m supposed to call but I don’t have the number, so I had to
go ask my social worker,”
However, in some instances when advised against reporting to CPS, a teacher’s act of
consulting with school administration (principal, social worker, etc) also served as their

135

act of reporting. For example, when asked to elaborate on a time when she suspected a
child was being sexually abused, Eileen said the following:
“I actually had a student come to me and tell me that their Karate
instructor had touched him when he was changing clothes. I went to the,
umm, guidance counselor, and she said, ‘well we have to get the student to
come and say the same thing.’ Well, then he was afraid to say it to her, he
wouldn’t say it to her, and so then she said, ‘are you sure you understood?’
… and I don’t know if a call was ever placed or not’
She elaborated on how the situation made her feel, but also how she took matters into her
own hands, given the school counselor was unwilling to make a report to CPS directly:
“Awful. It made me feel so awful. So, I actually, outside of school, went
to the mother myself, we actually met up … it worries me that other kids
could have been hurt at that Karate school.”
Teachers’ experiences detecting varies based on the reason behind their consultation
practices. For example, Lilly consulted with her school social worker because she wasn’t
certain about the reporting process; her social worker walked her through the process and
provided her with the number she needed to call. However, for other teachers, consulting
came as a requirement due to the reporting policies of the schools. For example, Eileen
consulted with a school counselor after one of her students disclosed abuse to her; the
school counselor took investigative procedures into her own hands and decided a formal
report to CPS was not needed.
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Reporting
For the purposes of this work, reporting refers to a teacher’s experience providing
a formal oral or written account, to members of school administration or CPS, regarding
their suspicions of a child being sexually abused. The following elements, (i) reporting
process; and (ii) investigation process, were found to be indicative of the way teachers
navigated their process of reporting. Teachers' experiences reporting varied based on
factors such as: (i) whom the report was made to, school administration or CPS; (ii)
previous reporting experiences; and (iii) whether CPS decided to investigate the case.
While not all teachers experienced an investigation process, it was determined as a
subtheme because for some teachers, Lilly, for example, the investigation process was an
extension of their reporting experiences. What follows are descriptions of each of the
emerging subthemes under the reporting construct.
Reporting Process
Reporting process refers to the series of actions or steps taken by teachers when
reporting CSA to either their school administrators and/or CPS; in some cases these steps
are indicative of the reporting procedures that schools have put in place for teachers who
suspect a case of child maltreatment and/neglect. The reporting processes of teachers
varied; for example, teachers who reported directly to their school administration first, or
solely, experienced an overlap in the reporting and investigating processes. In Maria’s
case, her report to school administration lead to the school, seemingly, taking the
investigation procedures into their own hands:
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“I went to my administration, and told her what happened … and we met
with the parents first … it might have been a phone call, a meeting or a
phone call to let them know what had happened in the classroom … and
then the father spanked the child but to a degree that he could not sit the
next day. He came to school and he was telling us about his mama crying
and trying to give him a bath and help him, all of that, and then we
actually, my administration brought the dad in and we talk to him and she
informed him we were going to call DSS … and we moved forward from
there.”
However, Maria later reflects on how this experience informed her reporting process for a
future incident:
“After my first experience, I have not, like, labored isn’t the right word,
like, lollygagged … and I did not, I may have mentioned it, but I went
straight to DSS at that point. I called, gave information about the child, I
explained what was umm, happening … her mother called me, umm, later,
and I mean, the abuse was confirmed, and umm … *starts crying* and the
mom was so thankful …”
However, Maria’s initial experience is not unique; Selena also reveals how a case of
child-on-child molestation was handled internally, rather than reported to DSS.
“Umm, I had a student who was molested … by another student … it was
my 2nd week teaching … one boy tells another boy, with a learning
disability, to go touch the girl’s {Spanish slang/inappropriate term for
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vagina}… once the student with the LD grabbed her, he told the boy {with
the LD} to touch her ... there wasn’t a report made to DSS, we contacted
parents and the administration had a sit-down meeting with those parents,”
Contrary to the experiences of Maria and Selena, Hazel discusses her process of reporting
a suspected case of CSA directly to CPS:
“Umm, I think I spoke to the social worker because I wasn’t sure … and
she either called with me or gave me the number to DSS … and I called,
and I remember I couldn’t get a hold of DSS, so I had to call several times
and I finally got a hold of someone. Umm, and, either left a message for a
caseworker or spoke … and left the information and that’s kind of it,”
Similarly, Eileen discusses her second experience reporting CSA, this time directly to
CPS instead of to school administration as she did the first time:
“So I just called and reported to DSS directly … it was easy, I just called
the number and I didn’t have a problem leaving my name or anything like
that, I don’t know, I wasn’t fearful about it.”
Like the detection and consulting experiences of teachers, their reporting processes
varied. For some teachers, such as Hazel, reporting was a seemingly easy process that
entailed calling CPS, waiting to get through, and leaving your report with the intake
worker. However, for other teachers, such as Maria, reporting was a complex process;
especially when school administration attempted to intervene and/or investigate the
situation on their own, which led to retaliation from the father towards the child before
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the school decided to contact CPS. This highlights that the reporting processes of teachers
varied due to the fact that schools had different reporting policies.
Investigation Process
Investigation process refers to the steps or actions taken by CPS to ascertain
whether the suspected case of CSA could be substantiated; in some cases, a teacher’s
school made the decision to investigate the suspected case of CSA themselves. However,
most teachers didn’t experience a separate investigation process. This was primarily for
one of the three reasons detailed below, either:
(i) the reporting and investigation processes occurred simultaneously, such as
when a school investigates in house rather than reporting to DSS. This was the case for
Kay, who seeks advice from teachers and school administration regarding her first
suspected case of CSA:
“I talked to the guidance counselor about it, I talked to the school
psychologist about it … so I know that the guidance counselor had pulled
him out and talk to him, so he got pulled out of class and was talked to by
the school psychologist and guidance, and then she said she didn’t find
anything…”
(ii) the process did not include the teacher, and/or occurred outside of the school. For
example, Maria’s experience detecting a second alleged victim of CSA, which she reports
immediately to DSS, resulted in the investigation occurring outside of the school:
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“I called, gave information … I believe they came to see me at school that
day, and then went to the home afterwards … and then her mother called
me … the abuse was confirmed.”
Or lastly, iii) there was, potentially, no investigation. This occurs if CPS decides to
‘screen out’ the report. For example, after Selena made her report, CPS determined that it
would not be investigated due to lack of evidence:
“Yeah, I reported it … but they didn’t pick up the case because there was
no proof of anything, it was just all suspicious behavior…”
However, for Lilly, the investigation process itself was an extension of her experience
reporting CSA to CPS. Lilly discusses her experience reporting to CPS after a student
admits to her that family members were abusing him:
“I made the phone call … and she was just in the room, kind of, because
you have to give information … like siblings in the home, all that stuff …
and you have to say, like, {a} very detailed description and so I was trying
to be as accurate as possible … so, right after the report, they tell you …
‘okay you need to make this report to your local {sheriff’s} office’ so then
they came,”
This report to CPS quickly leads into the investigation process, which she was part of:
“The police officer did like, a question interview … or investigation … of
asking me questions first, like on camera, and then he asked {child’s name
removed for confidentiality} one he got in there with me. I came and got
him from the classroom … and they actually let me go in the room with
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him, in his meeting, because he is ... speech is delayed sometimes, and he
has a stutter, so they let me in, like, the interview process, so it was like,
less traumatizing for him, I hope. So, they called mom in, to school {and}
he obviously wasn’t allowed to go home that day … and they held {his
little} brother as well … so she came in and they took her to a separate
room ... “
Of all the constructs explored through this work, it is perhaps the investigation processes
of each teacher that displayed the most variance. Investigation processes were
experienced in a variety of ways, the investigation process either: (i) occurred in-house,
such as when school administration decided against reporting to CPS; (ii) occurred
outside of the school and/or did not include the teacher; (iii) did not occur, potentially
because CPS ‘screened out’ the initial report; or (iv) occurred and included the teacher as
a member of the process; such as when Lilly reported to CPS because her student
disclosed that family members were abusing him.
Coping
For the purposes of this work, coping refers to the manners in which teachers
emotionally manage the process of reporting suspected cases of CSA to CPS or their
school administration. Coping is believed to be the last of the five experiences that
teachers might encounter if they suspect a child is being sexually abused and make the
decision to report their suspicions. After thoroughly analyzing interview transcription and
analytic memos, several sub-themes were found to be indicative of the process by which
a teacher copes if, and/or when, they decide to report.
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These elements, (i) feelings regarding the process, or aftermath of, reporting; (ii)
feelings regarding reporter identification; (iii) barriers; and (v) support, ultimately
influenced to what extent teachers were left coping throughout the entirety of their
reporting experiences. In some cases, coping was experienced throughout each construct
(e.g. detection, reporting, etc) found within the reporting process; in other cases,
however, coping occurred distinctively at the end of the process.
Feelings Regarding Process, or Aftermath of, Reporting
Feelings regarding the process, or aftermath of, reporting refers to the emotional
state or reactions of the teachers during their experiences reporting, or immediately
thereafter. It quickly became clear that teachers do not navigate the process of reporting,
regardless of their experiences, without enduring some type of emotion associated with
the process and/or the aftermath. These emotions varied based on the nature of the report
and/or the teacher herself, but nonetheless, the process of reporting CSA, and potentially
any other form of maltreatment and/or neglect, is an emotional one. Hazel, for example,
spoke about how she felt after making a report to CPS:
“I don’t know what ever came of it or what happened. That’s frustrating,
too, as a teacher, like you don’t really get told like, he’s okay, or … and
it’s like, is he okay? Is he still being hurt? So that’s frustrating
sometimes,”
Kay, on the other hand, experienced different feelings, which stemmed from her own
experiences with trauma, both as a child and an adult:
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“I know, I know, because I remember too, and part of this is the reason
why it is important to me … so knowing that there are probably other
children, and I am not trying to project my life on any other kid, but
knowing like … I wish that, you know, like I had somebody I could talk to
other than my mom … it was before Kindergarten, so I didn’t have anyone
I could talk to about this … and then also knowing that trauma carries on
… you know, I want the children to know they have a champion, they
have someone they can talk to.”
Selena, albeit not from personal experience with trauma, shared a similar sentiment
regarding the various feelings she experiences despite wanting to keep children safe:
“Umm, really nervous, but I mean, I just had to focus on, I’ve done what I
can, so … {it made me feel} very uncomfortable … yeah, so after that
I’ve been, like I feel a little more timid, but I still, I will call for anything,
because if I don’t, who is going to?”
Similarly, Eileen reflects on the feelings she experiences throughout the process:
“...being a parent, and realizing that I don’t really care what anyone says,
I’m going to stand up for kids … it made me feel awful … I felt fearful
because of how the protocol worked … but as I have gotten older, and like
I said, being a mother myself, I have just started to say ‘DSS will sort it
out’ … it makes me wonder, you know, if I did the right thing … but I
don’t want a kid to ever tell someone and not feel safe.”
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However, Lilly’s experience is perhaps the quintessence of how emotional this entire
process can be for an educator who makes a report of CSA to CPS:
“So he had the conversation with me and I am trying not to cry … at first I
was very uncomfortable because some of the things, like you have to use
their language … so I was trying to be as accurate as possible, so that was,
you know, weight on my shoulders … being as it was my first report ever
… it was very hard for me because I had not been exposed to that kind of
thing … so for my student, I was glad that it was resolved … It was very
emotional for me, like I’m a very emotional person, so I was trying not to
cry … it was hard for me to let him go home, because I don’t like, I don’t
know what happens at his house … ”
The feelings expressed by Lilly, while unique to her situation, are not different than those
shared by Hazel, Kay, Selena, and Eileen. These processes, although deeply emotional
experiences, are done out of the teacher’s desire for the wellbeing of the child.
Feelings regarding Reporter Identification
Feelings regarding reporter identification refers to the emotional reactions of
teachers regarding the possibility that they would be identified as the person who made
the report to CPS. The feelings described by teachers portray them as selfless participants
in a process that sometimes puts them at risk of being identified by the family/parents,
and possibly experiencing retribution. For example, Selena discusses how she felt
following a report she made to DSS, albeit not about CSA, after one of her student’s
disclosed to Selena that her father had killed someone:
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“Because the dad came in the next day … and my principal completely
handled it … not then the next day he came to lunch and just stared at me
… {it made me feel} scared to walk to my car, in case he was out there.”
She expands on this experience when discussing what she perceives to be the barriers of
reporting CSA:
“So, it’s confidential, but they hear the transcript without your name, so
like the report you give … so if it’s ‘they told me this in class today’ they
obviously know who did it. I think that’s an issue that can cause someone
to not, like my principal said ‘next time, we’ll just be more careful and
make sure there’s no, like, details like that can lead them to suspect it was
you.”
Similarly, Maria acknowledges that the fear of being identified as the reporter potentially
serves as a barrier:
“They do make a point to reassure you that you, like, your name is not
going to be given, like, you know … I do think it’s part of the struggle
though, typically in your head you’re like ‘they can still figure out who it
was’ so that can kind of hold you back, but that’s not a process thing,
that’s a personal thing … I think the first barrier is, umm, fear of
retaliation or fear of being found out that you were the one that called, or
that you could be wrong and then you’ve made this accusation … I think
that’s probably the number one barrier”
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Maria offers an interesting perspective, the acknowledgement that the potential to be
identified as the reporter is a struggle and also a barrier of reporting CSA, juxtaposed
against her feeling that this is not about the process, but rather a personal issue.
While Lilly does not voice her perspectives in the same words as Maria, her
experiences highlight how, perhaps, reporter identification was not a concern for her,
admitting that the child’s mother knew she made the report:
“And I was not included in that conversation, obviously, because they
didn’t want to make it super evident that I was the one that reported, but
mom knows that it was me, and she was very thankful,”
Similarly, Eileen states:
“And, so, umm, she did ask me if I made the report, and I just went ahead
and told her ‘yeah, I did it’ and I said, “I’m sorry, if you know, I messed
anything up for you’ but what ended up happening was that it was actually
a preteen girl who had molested her {while} spending the night with her
sibling.”
Some teachers, seemingly, were not concerned about being identified as the person who
made the report to CPS or school administration. For example, Lilly and Eileen both
informed me that the mothers of the children they reported to CPS knew it was them who
had made the report, and neither one minded this. For other teachers, though, the
possibility that they could be detected as the reporter was stressful. For example, Selena
discussed her feelings of fear after the father of a child she’d reported to CPS came into
school the following day and made her feel uncomfortable. These stories, as with
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everything else, emphasize the fact that each teacher navigates through their process of
reporting in different ways.
Barriers
Barriers refers to obstacles that teachers perceive exist throughout the process of
reporting CSA. For some teachers, their fears of potentially being identified as the
reporter also served as a perceived barrier to the reporting process, while other teachers
identified separate barriers that were not related to their being identified as the reporter.
Teachers’ perceived barriers varied based on their experiences reporting CSA. For
example, Lilly felt as though there were no barriers:
“I don’t know if there’s necessarily like, a lot of like, any barriers to
reporting because it is like, kind of an easy process,”
While others provided enlightenment regarding the barriers perceived by them or by
other teachers. For example, Eileen said the following:
“Fear is the most one, because when I talk to, especially to new teachers,
they’re afraid of what if it’s not true and it messes up the family life …”
She, seemingly, remedies this fear by removing herself as part of the equation, stating:
“Well, DSS probably isn’t, you know, that’s their job, let them figure it
out … I don’t need to know, you know, what happens in the family
dynamic or that type of thing, because again, I want what is best for the
child.”
Maria offers two barriers, one of which was related to the identification of the reporter,
while the other is a barrier she describes on behalf of other teachers:
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“...and then a fear that, and this is not a fear that I have had, but I have
heard of other teachers that have had to actually go into court at a later
date, and hearing that stress of ‘I have to remember this and go and talk
about it’ that would weigh heavy,”
Her comments expand upon how the emotions felt by teachers who navigate through this
process can last far beyond the processes of reporting. Similarly, Selena provides two
barriers to reporting, the first of which is being identified as the reporter, while the
second is on behalf of other teachers:
“For me, personally, that’s the only one that exists, I mean, I know other
people are just like, you’re messing with that family’s life, that’s not your
job, but it is my job to keep that kid safe … so.”
Kay’s discusses two barriers; but it is her second one that offers an interesting
perspective:
“Worrying about retribution from the parents, or retaliation, you know,
how they’re going to respond. Umm, concerns that you might be, umm, if
nothing is going on, then now you’re subjecting the child to an adult
conversation that they may or may not be ready to have. Like, if nothing
was going on, now you’re talking to the kid about ‘well does this ever
happen?’ and now the kid is like, ‘people do that? That’s new to me. I
didn’t know’ … now you’re planting a seed …”
Kay is the only teacher to consider how reporting CSA might affect the child, or to
consider those possible effects as barriers to the reporting process. Other teachers focused
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on barriers to their own process of reporting, while Lilly specifically stated that there
were no barriers to reporting to CPS. Again, the extent to which a teacher perceives there
to be barriers to reporting is likely to vary based on their own experiences through the
process.
Support
Support refers to the assistance provided to teachers throughout their process of
reporting CSA to either school administration or CPS. Some teachers were offered
support that allowed them to navigate this process, seemingly easier; other teachers were
offered little support from school administration. For example, when asked if there were
any supports made available to her throughout the process of reporting, Hazel said:
“Unnm, I guess, like, the social worker … could that be? I would say that
the social workers here have always been good, the one we have right now
is really great …”
Similarly, Maria discusses how school administration served as supports for her
throughout the process:
“Umm, I mean, just my administration support and those times, there were
no question asked, or no, umm, feelings of ‘oh, well maybe’ it was just
‘make the report’ … and maybe that’s the way I’m approaching it where I
just go in and say ‘I am doing this’ instead of, ‘well, here is the situation,
what do you think? ...”
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Like how Hazel and Maria note the ways in which school administration support them
through the process of reporting, Lilly says: “Umm, I mean, I had someone watch my
class while I made the report.”
Contrary to the experiences of Hazel, Maria, and Lilly, when asked if she was
offered any support, Eileen said: “None” and when asked a second time, to confirm that
this was in-fact the case, Eileen again said, “No. No.” Unfortunately, Selena also felt as
though there were no supports made available to her, stating:
“I mean, not really. Like, the first time it would be like ‘here I’ll walk you
through the paperwork if you need me to’ or ‘do you want me to sit with
you while you’re on the phone with them?’ but then that’s it.”
Teachers received varying levels of support as they made their way through the process
of reporting CSA. Eileen specifically stated that there were no supports made to her
throughout her process of reporting. Whereas some teachers discussed ways they felt
their administration supported them. However, each teacher I interviewed seemed to
audibly struggle with providing an answer to this question, implying that perhaps,
regardless of their answers, teachers felt unsupported through their process.
Theory Development
Each of the aforementioned constructs serve two roles. First, individually, they
serve as micro-level theoretical ideas to help explain the various elements of reporting
CSA to school administration or CPS. Second, when coalesced, they form a macro-level
theory that transforms the five previously identified constructs into the various theoretical
stages that teachers could potentially experience through their process of making a report
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of suspected CSA. Figure 5 provides a visual depiction of these theoretical stages and
their possible interconnectedness.
Figure 5
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Some teachers progressed through the process of reporting in a linear fashion,
with seemingly very little overlap across each of the theoretical stages. For example,
Hazel seemed to linearly progress through each of the theoretical stages. First, she
detected a child who she suspected was being sexually abused. Second, she consulted
with the social worker, who then provided her the phone number for CPS. Third, she
reported her suspicions to CPS. Lastly, she was left coping in the aftermath of her report
for two reasons: (i) wishing CPS would follow-up with teachers so they can, “feel more
at ease …” and; (ii) knowing that “parents are going to know that someone called” and
usually, the parents suspect it was the teacher, which lead Hazel to feel uncomfortable.
Similarly, Maria’s second time suspecting a child was being sexually abused leads
to experiencing a reporting process that is similar to Hazel’s in that it is seemingly linear.
First, Maria detected a child who she suspected was being sexually abused. Second, while
she didn’t necessarily consult with members of school administration, she did inform
them that she was going to make a report to DSS. Third, she reported her suspicions to
CPS, which resulted in a CPS investigator visiting her at her school the same day and
then visiting the child’s home. Lastly, she was left coping with the aftermath of her report
because the child’s mother called to confirm that the child had been molested by her
older brother. Additionally, Maria discloses that while she was not sexually abused as a
child, she has experienced her own trauma, which has affected her more than she initially
realized, but also has allowed her to be empathetic towards her students.
However, for other teachers, their experiences reporting were amalgamations of
some, or all, or the theoretical stages. For some teachers, the act of consulting with school
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administration also became their report. For example, Kay suspected a student in her
classroom was being sexually abused at home because she had often observed him
fondling himself and having frequent bathroom accidents. She consulted with other
teachers, seeking advice or confirmation regarding her suspicions, “I started asking other
teachers … this is what I am seeing, I don’t know what to do …” which led to a
conversation with her school counselor. These conversations led to the school counselor
pulling the child out of class and determining that there was no reason to make a report.
For some teachers, coping was not a stage at the end of a linear process, but rather
an element of their experience that was embedded within their encounters with detecting,
consulting, and/or reporting. For example, Lilly discussed how emotional the entire
experience of reporting CSA to CPS was for her; implying that her coping experiences
were intertwined with the various stages of reporting. The following are examples of
Lilly’s emotions at each stage of the process:
(i) Regarding detecting: “... and then I was like, trying not to cry …”
(ii) Regarding reporting:
“... at first I was very uncomfortable because some of the things, like, you
have to use their language … and I actually made two calls for him …
because he claimed that he did go see that family … that he wasn’t
allowed to go to, and I was like ‘sorry, I like you, but I’m calling because I
like him a lot more than I care if you have him right now’ …”
(iii) Regarding investigation:
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“it was very hard for me … it was very emotional for me, like I’m a very
emotional person, so I was like, trying not to cry … it was hard for me to
let him go … you know, like, no, I’m not sending him home … so that
was hard … because they wanted to remove him from the home and I was
like ‘where is he going to go?’ … you know, it made me feel bad, like,
look, I made this report and now he might have to leave? … please don’t
tell me that in the middle of me reporting to you, like, I don’t want to hear
that”
Lilly’s experience was perhaps the most emotional of all the teachers interviewed.
However, it serves as a prime example of how emotional of a process this experience can
be for teachers who report suspicions of child maltreatment and/or neglect to CPS.
For other teachers, the training provided influenced the way they progressed
through detecting, consulting, and/or reporting CSA because it caused uncertainty or
confusion regarding how to proceed. For example, when asked to describe how the
mandated reporter training offered to her prepared her for navigating suspicions of child
maltreatment or trauma within her classroom, Selena said:
“Umm, I think it does well, it tells you to report any concerns you have …
but … if you tell someone something you have a concern about, they’re
like ‘oh you don’t need to report that’ …”
Selena’s response is an example of how the training stage is interconnected with the
other theoretical stages of reporting CSA. For example, the mandated reporter training
provided to Selena teaches educators that if they have a concern, hence a possible
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detection of abuse, they’re to make a report to CPS. However, when teachers consult
with school counselors, social workers, etc. by sharing their concerns with them,
administrators can advise as to whether a report needs to be made. Selena’s response
implies the possibility that school administration would have reporting policies that
contrast with those given through training opportunities.
These examples highlight how each of the five theoretical stages either: (i) occur
in such a way where the experiences in one stage can influence, or be influenced by, the
experiences within another, or (ii) occur concomitantly, in such a way where the stages
blur and the experiences within each stage become blended.
In summary, this work was genuinely co-constructed by the six teachers who
were courageous enough to share their stories, and myself. My in-person interviews
allowed me to quickly establish rapport with each teacher, which led to both parties
feeling comfortable discussing this sensitive topic. This was especially true for Kay and
Maria, who disclosed their own abusive/traumatic experiences as children, and adults.
These interviews provided the opportunity for teachers to tell me their stories of detecting
and reporting CSA to school administration or CPS. Once analyzed and compared, their
stories underscored the fact that the manner in which teachers navigated the process of
detecting and reporting varied based on several factors, such as their training and
consulting experiences.
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CHAPTER FIVE
DISCUSSION
In January of 2020, ACF published the 29th edition of their Child Maltreatment
Report, which found that the number of children who’d been victimized by child
maltreatment and neglect had increased in 2018, when compared statistics for the
previous two years (ACF, 2019). For example, an estimated 674,000 children were found
to have been victims of child maltreatment in 2017, while 2018 saw a .59% increase,
resulting in an estimated 678,000 abused children. Of the estimated 678,000 maltreated
children in 2018, roughly 7%, or 47,460, were sexually abused (ACF, 2019). Every 9
minutes, CPS substantiates, or receives evidence of, a claim of child sexual abuse (ACF,
2018). Research has found that 35% of these claims are found to pertain to children under
the age of 7-years-old (Brilleslijper-Kater, Friedrich, & Corwin, 2004).
Felitti et al. (1998) identified a total of 7 adverse childhood experiences (ACEs),
one of which is CSA. Research has found a strong correlation between experiencing one
or more ACEs and having poor lifestyle outcomes, such as drug abuse, suicide, and
alcoholism (Anda et al., 2005; Felitti et al., 1998). Thus, the adverse effects of CSA have
been found to last well into adulthood; for example, adult victims of CSA are four times
more likely to experience drug abuse and/or PTSD-symptomology, and three times more
likely to experience major depressive episodes, when compared to adults who do not
have a history of being sexually abused as a child (Zinzow et al., 2012). The short- and
long-term effects of CSA are exacerbated by prolonged exposure to abuse; therefore, it is
important to identify children who are potentially being sexually abused as early as
possible (Smith, 2005).
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In the late 1970s, when the United States established mandated reporter laws
across all 50 states and US territories, teachers were identified as members of the
community who were legally required to report suspicions of child maltreatment and
neglect to CPS (Child Welfare Information Gateway, 2019). Teachers spend a great deal
of time in the presence of children, and therefore are perceived to be primary detectors
and reporters of child sexual abuse (Sinanan, 2011; Smith, 2005). However, while legally
mandated to report all allegations of child maltreatment and neglect to CPS, research has
found that teachers are consistently under-reporting (Mathews et al., 2017; Reinger et al.,
1995; Smith, 2005). For example, Smith (2005) posits that as many as 65% of serious
cases of child maltreatment and neglect are never reported to the necessary authorities;
these include cases of suspected CSA.
Although research (e.g. Sinanan, 2011) consistently identifies teachers as practical
detectors and reporters of CSA, little is known regarding their knowledge, beliefs, and
experiences as it relates to this. There is some work, however, that focuses on the
knowledge and beliefs of educators as it pertains to child maltreatment and neglect (e.g.
Alvarez et el., 2004; Baxter & Beer, 1990; Kenny, 2004), however, little-to-none of what
is available focuses on early childhood educators and child sexual abuse, specifically.
Early childhood educators’ knowledge, beliefs, and/or experiences as they related to CSA
are critical to understand for several reasons. For example, understanding the beliefs and
experiences of early childhood educators who have reported CSA can allow for training
opportunities offered to pre- and in-service teachers to be better informed. Based on this
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rationale, the research question of focus was: How do early childhood educators navigate
the process of reporting child sexual abuse?
I explored this research question using a constructivist grounded theory design.
This research design was selected because it allowed me to use the data, themes, and
theories that were co-constructed alongside my participants, to develop an understanding
as to how teachers navigate the process of reporting CSA to school administration or
child protective services. The results of this work, which lead to the emergence of the
five theoretical stages of reporting, are detailed in chapter four. This chapter serves to
summarize the results discussed in chapter 4 as they relate to the theoretical framework,
literature review, and other relevant information provided in chapters one and two.
Additionally, this chapter will expand upon the initial theory generated in chapter four, to
create a separate theory that could explain the underreporting of CSA to CPS, as well as
provide future research and practice implications.
Discussion
A thorough analysis of data allowed for the development of themes and
categories; these categories later became theoretical ideas through which the reporting of
child sexual abuse by early childhood educators could be understood. Findings, as they
relate to each of the five categories: (i) Training; (ii) Detecting; (iii) Consulting; (iv)
Reporting; and (v) Coping; will be further contextualized based on how they relate to
theoretical frameworks and relevant literature.
Training
Lack of and/or inadequate training has been identified by researchers (e.g.
Abrahams et al., 1992; Kenny, 2000; Sinanan, 2011) as one of the many hindrances to
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teachers’ ability to detect CSA. For example, 45% of teachers, from a sample of 197,
described their in-service teacher training as minimal, specifically stating that they
remained unsure regarding the legal requirements for reporting (Kenny, 2000).
Additionally, only 49% of teachers, from a sample of 568 elementary and middle school
educators across the United States, reported that they had received training on
“identifying, reporting, and intervening in suspected cases of child abuse and neglect,”
(Abrahams et al., 1992, p.232) however, these training opportunities were described as
minimal, and only offered once-per-year. This finding would mean that 51% of
Abrahams et al.’s (1992) survey respondents had not received any training opportunities
by their school district, yet they are still legally mandated to report suspected cases of all
forms of child maltreatment and neglect.
Interview responses from study participants substantiate these previous research
findings. For instance, when asked what training opportunities, if any, she’d been
provided by her current school district, Maria said “I had none”. She did elaborate,
stating that when she initially began working with School District #2 roughly 8 years ago,
they were not offering any training opportunities, but over the last 2 - 3 years, the district
had started implementing a one-time mandated reporter training video provided at the
beginning of each academic year. Likewise, Hazel described a similar experience
regarding training opportunities offered by School District #1. When asked what training,
if any, she had received, Hazel replied, “not as much as I would like,” describing the
training as a 20-minute video that, “you can kind of click through and finish without
really watching”. She later described feeling uncertain regarding reporting procedures,
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admitting that most teachers seek advice from the school social worker. Lilly described
receiving a Darkness To Light training offered by her university prior to graduation;
when asked how this training prepared her for navigating instances of child maltreatment
and trauma within her classroom, she said “I think it’s more-so … your own intuition
about things more than a training has taught me”. When asked to discuss training
opportunities provided by School District #1, where she currently teaches, she described
a 20-minute video, similar to the ones provided to Maria and Hazel. Lilly said this
training teaches you that you’re a mandated reporter, but does not go over the direct steps
you need to follow if and when you need to make a report.
These responses serve as examples of those presented by teachers who were
interviewed for this study. Teachers, such as Maria, described their training as “not above
adequate, but a step in the right direction,” saying that there is still room for growth.
Similarly, Eileen, who has taught with School District #1 and School District #2,
described training opportunities offered by both districts as ‘inadequate’ and said she
feels they (school districts) are “just checking a box,” so they can say they’ve provided
teachers with training. Statements provided by teachers highlight that there is still a need
for better quality training to be offered to our educators; these training opportunities
should focus on the nuances of identifying cases of child maltreatment and neglect, but
also the procedures for reporting and legal requirements as they pertain to local state
regulations.
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Detecting
Lack of symptomatologic knowledge has previously been identified as one of the
hindrances to teachers’ ability to detect CSA victims (e.g. Baxter & Beer, 1990; Kenny,
2004; Smith, 2005). For example, when 42 teachers from a Kansas school district were
surveyed, they reported feeling as though they were inadequately trained regarding the
signs and symptoms of all forms of child maltreatment and neglect (Baxter & Beer,
1990). When asked if they felt as though they needed additional educational programs,
the overall consensus from teachers was that they wanted training opportunities geared
towards identifying and recognizing child abuse and neglect (Baxter & Beer, 1990).
Furthermore, Smith (2005) found that teachers struggled to accurately recognize
vignettes as they corresponded to various forms of child maltreatment and neglect,
including those related to CSA. For example, albeit a small percentage, 21 (6.3%) of the
332 teachers surveyed did not correctly identify the following vignette as a sexually
abusive act: a father frequently has sexual intercourse with his 8-year-old daughter
(Smith, 2009).
Responses provided by interviewees corroborated these findings. For example,
when asked what she felt as though the signs and symptoms of child sexual abuse were,
Hazel said, “hmm … that’s what I need more training on,” and later admitted that she
was embarrassed at how little she knew regarding this issue. In a similar light, while she
acknowledged that CSA could “show in so many ways,” Selena was only able to identify
withdrawal as a sign, closing with, “that’s all the things I know off the top of my head,”
highlighting yet another example of how little our teachers know regarding CSA
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symptomatology. When asked what she thought the signs and symptoms of CSA were,
Lilly provided a detailed retrospective overview of the behaviors (e.g. change in
character) of the student whose sexual abuse she reported to CPS; implying that these
were the sign and symptoms she perceived to be associated with CSA.
Each form of child maltreatment and neglect is complex in their own way, and
therefore, training on the nuances of each should be provided to teachers (Walters, 1995);
however, Alvarez et al. (2004) found that, often times, CSA is not included in these types
of training opportunities. Similarly, Haugaard (2000) found that the lack of definitional
consistency, found not only across various research and professional fields but also in
municipalities across the United States, has led to difficulties detecting and reporting
suspicions of CSA. This definitional inconsistency is caused by several factors, such as
(i) how the word ‘child’ is defined; (ii) how the word ‘sexual’ is operationalized; and (iii)
how the word ‘abuse’ is defined (Haugaard, 2000).
The aforementioned is evidenced by the variety of responses that were provided
by teachers when asked to discuss what the term child sexual abuse meant to them. For
example, Hazel defined CSA as “unsafe touches on the bathing suit parts of the body,”
saying she felt this was an all-encompassing definition. Eileen defined CSA as “any
inappropriate touching,” whereas Selena, Kay, and Lilly provided much more detailed
definitions of CSA, including elements such as exposure to pornography and/or
unsuitable vocabulary, and being forced to touch someone inappropriately. Furthermore,
some teachers (based on their definitions) were asked to define the term child and/or
identify an age when a child becomes an adult. These responses were particularly
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interesting because while Lilly believed that 18 should be the age when children are
considered adults, Kay and Maria seemed to struggle with this question because, while
they both ultimately said 18, they stated that our brains are not fully-developed until 25.
The variety of responses provided by teachers interviewed for this work
underscores the need for teachers, novice and experienced alike, to receive additional
training opportunities geared towards the signs and symptoms of CSA. Additionally,
these training initiatives should provide teachers with a better understanding of the legal
definition of CSA as outlined by state laws. Lastly, educators should be enlightened as to
what the age of consent is within their state, and/or as it pertains to sexual abuse.
Consulting
While research does not use the term ‘consulting’ when discussing teachers who
seek advice from, or report to, school administration, extant literature has presented this
as a barrier to the reporting of child maltreatment and neglect cases to CPS (Alvarez et
al., 2004; Kenny, 2001; Kenny & McEachern, 2002; Payne & Payne, 1991). Most
teachers are unaware of when and/or how to make a report to CPS (Abrahams et al.,
1992).
Teachers’ experiences consulting, or seeking advice from school administration,
support these research findings in various ways. For instance, Kay describes her need to
reach out to other teachers or members of school administration during her first year of
teaching; “so let me just reach out to anybody because I don’t know what the policy is for
reporting, like how do you even make a report?” Similarly, Hazel describes her need to
consult with her school social worker, stating “I’m showing how much … how much I
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don’t know … if I’m not sure then I would go to the social worker,” elaborating to
include that if she was still uncertain as to whether or not a report needed to be made, she
would check the school manual, or google it. If, after consulting google, the manual, and
the school social worker, she still found herself unsure, she would just place the call to
CPS and let them decide whether it was something that warranted a call or not.
Additionally, mandated reporter professionals, including teachers, “are often
instructed to channel reports of abuse to their supervisors before making a report to
CPS,” (Alvarez et al., 2004, p.565). Hence, many principals have reported that they
prefer investigating allegations of child maltreatment and neglect themselves, despite not
being compliant with state laws (Payne & Payne, 1991). Some mandated reporter
professionals, including educators, report feeling frustrated and/or confused if there is a
disagreement with a supervisor regarding whether or not a report needs to be made to
CPS (Hazzard, 1984). These policies tend to lead to under-reporting because school
administrators are able to make the decision regarding whether or not a report needs to be
made to CPS (Alvarez et al., 2004).
One of Eileen’s experiences is indicative of the accuracy of the aforementioned
research findings. Eileen consults with the school counselor after a child discloses that his
karate teacher is inappropriately touching him while he is changing his clothes. The
school counselor tells Eileen that the child would need to first disclose the abuse to her
before she could recommend a report be made to CPS; when the child is unwilling to
make the disclosure, the school counselor dismisses the need for a report to be made.
Eileen reports feeling so awful after this situation, that she went to the child’s mother
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directly and reported the alleged abuse so that the mother could decide what action to
take. Another teacher, Maria, discussed how her school administration took matters into
their own hands, “I went to administration and told her what happened … and we met
with the parents first …” this resulted in the school contacting CPS the following day
after the child arrived at school badly beaten by his father.
Interview responses provided by the educators who participated in this study put a
spotlight on several potential unfortunate truths. First, some teachers are not adequately
trained on the reporting procedures required by their school, resulting in their need to
frantically consult with other teachers, or school administrators, before making a report to
CPS. Second, sometimes, albeit contradictory to what is taught in mandated reporter
training, teachers are told they must consult with their school counselor or social worker
to determine if a report needs to be made to CPS. Lastly, in some cases, school
administrators, some of which are trained no better than our educators in this regard
(Zellman, 1990), are making decisions that, legally, they should not be making.
Reporting
A variety of factors, such as a lack of knowledge regarding mandated reporter
guidelines and procedures, have been found to influence the reporting of child
maltreatment and neglect (Kenny 2001, 2004). For example, only 3% of teachers knew
their school’s policies and procedures for reporting suspected cases of child maltreatment
and neglect (Kenny, 2001).
This work expands upon these research findings by highlighting the experiences
of teachers who have reported CSA, as they relate to survey responses provided in works
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such as Kenny (2001, 2004). For example, when Lilly spoke about her experience
reporting CSA, which was also her first time making a report of any kind to CPS, she
said, “the first time I had to call DSS was over a sexual abuse case … and I was kind of
looking around like, umm you know … so I had to go ask my social worker and
everything like that … and I was like, oh these are the steps, okay I get it,” a follow-up
question asked her “you learned, kind of, as you went through that process?” to which
she replied, “yes, kind of as I went through that.” Lilly’s experience validates research
results that are nearly two-decades-old; teachers do not know the procedures for reporting
CSA, much less any form of child maltreatment and neglect, and are left to learn only
when they’re faced with having to make a report themselves.
Additionally, the same study found that 78% of teachers felt as though their
decisions to report suspicions of child maltreatment and neglect would not have been
supported by school administration (Kenny, 2001). A follow-up study conducted with
200 teachers in Miami-Dade School District found that 75.5% of respondents did not feel
as though their school administration would support them if they made a report to CPS
(Kenny, 2004).
For example, when asked why she didn’t make a report to CPS after her school
counselor seemed to belittle the need for one, Eileen said “Umm, I felt fearful of it
because of the way the protocol worked,” telling me she was scared of getting into
trouble if she reported. She also talks about a teacher’s aide who admitted to making
numerous reports to CPS without the school’s approval; the teacher’s aide telling her she
didn’t care if she got fired for doing it. Eileen also expands on her feelings regarding the
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lack of support offered by her school to include, “I felt scared and nervous to call because
I didn’t want to sound like an idiot … and them naysay what was said,” referring to her
be hesitant to make calls to CPS because she feared her school administration would not
support her suspicions.
Interview responses highlight some findings related to teachers’ reporting
practices: (i) teachers do not know the reporting procedures of their school, only learning
them after having to navigate the process if and when they make their first report; (ii)
teachers who suspect child maltreatment and/or neglect are not supported by their
administration, and/or fear being terminated if they make a report without consent; and
(iii) sometimes one experience can influence the decisions made in future experiences of
reporting.
For example, Maria reflected on how her first experience reporting CSA to school
administration, and subsequently to CPS, influenced future encounters with suspected
cases of CPS because she no longer “lollygags” when deciding whether or not to report,
she just calls. She provided more detail regarding how she has handled future suspicions,
“I did it that one time, I stopped doing it, I don’t ask anymore … but after that I was like
‘no, I’m a mandatory reporter, this isn’t an option.” This response could be further
understood through the Law and Order stage of Kohlberg’s stages of moral development
(Kohlberg, 1971), which states that the individual becomes fixated with rules and
maintaining social order.
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Coping
While not necessarily referred to in extant literature as coping, there is limited
research available that considers the manner in which teachers who do report child
maltreatment and neglect emotionally handle the process and/or the aftermath. Research
(Abrahams et al., 1992; Baxter & Beer, 1990) has found that some teachers report fearing
repercussions from family members as a result of a report having been made. For
example, 78% of teachers indicated they would be apprehensive about making a report
because of possible retaliation from families (Baxter & Beer, 1990).
Selena discussed the fear she experienced after she made a report to CPS when a
child disclosed to Selena that her father had killed someone, “the next day he came to
lunch and just stared at me … {I} was scared to walk to my car in case he was out there,”
admitting that after that experience, she is a little more timid to call, but she still does
when she needs to. Similarly, Kay said, “Worrying about retribution from the parents, or
retaliation, you know, how they’re going to respond…” and expanded to include the fear
that, if there isn’t any abuse happening, she’s exposed children to adult conversations or
has ‘planted a seed’ which causes children to question ‘people do that?’
Teachers also indicate concerns that their relationships with the children and
family could change as a result of making a report (Abrahams et al., 1992). While Lilly
didn’t express concern about how her report could affect the relationship with the parents
and/or family, she did worry about how it could alter her relationship with her student, “I
didn’t want him to think ‘oh look, you told’ … so now you don’t get to stay at your
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school or you home, and I was just like, you know, it made me feel bad, like, look, I’ve
made this report and now he might have to leave?”
Teachers also report feeling frustrated with CPS because they often delay
investigating cases of child maltreatment and have poor follow-up processes with
teachers and other members of school personnel (Alvarez et al., 2004). Teachers’
experiences, such as those described by Hazel, bolster claims made by previous research.
Hazel felt frustrated by the lack of updating after making a report, “I don’t know what
ever came of it or what happened. That’s frustrating, too, as a teacher, like you don’t
really get told like, he’s okay …” Similarly, Eileen stated, “it makes me wonder, you
know, if I did the right thing, you know …” when asked to describe how she felt after
CPS failed to update her on three separate reports to their office. Additionally, interview
participants, such as Selena and Kay, suggest that one improvement that can be made to
the process of reporting is consistently providing updates to educators who have made
reports.
Little-to-no research exists exploring the emotional toll on teachers who decide to
make reports of CSA, or any form of child maltreatment, to school administration and/or
CPS. Additionally, there is little-to-no work seeking to understand why teachers make the
decision to report, even when they’re unsure of the reporting process, are undersupported, and/or fear retaliation from families. However, interview responses
highlighted that teachers undergo this process because they care for children and/or have
a desire to keep them safe. For example, after she disclosed her own history with sexual
abuse as a child and as an adult, Kay said, “I want the children to know, you know, they
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have a champion, they have someone who they can talk to,”. Similarly, Maria said, “I
would hope that … {the report} … might have helped the child to see that there was
someone else out there to help him,” while she reflected on her hopes for the impact her
report might have made on a child’s life. Additionally, Eileen said, “it’s just more life and
being a parent and realizing that I don’t really care what anyone says, I’m going to stand
up for kids,” when asked to describe how a training offered by School District #1
prepared her for navigating instances of child maltreatment or trauma in the classroom;
she later said “I don’t want a kid to ever tell someone and not feel safe.” Likewise, during
her interview Selena said, “it is my job to keep kids safe.” These responses can be further
contextualized through Maslow’s hierarchy of needs (Maslow, 1943), especially as they
relate to the Safety and Security of the child, which is the second of the five needs that
each individual requires in order to reach their higher-level capabilities and selfactualization (Simons, Irwin, & Drinnien, 1987).
Additionally, some teachers responded in ways that highlighted the extent to
which they care for their students. For example, Eileen said, “so it worries me that other
kids could have been hurt at that Karate school,” when she discussed why she decided to
report a child’s disclosure of abuse directly to his mother, despite the school counselor
stating that a report wasn’t needed. Additionally, albeit admitting that she is worried
about calling CPS after an uncomfortable encounter with the father of a child she called
CPS about, Selena said she will continue to make reports to CPS because “if I don’t, who
is going to.” While Lilly explicitly stated “I’m not sending him home, like he’s your son,
but I’m going to keep him, so that was hard, but I let him go and, it was, I think the

171

hardest …” Eileen, Selena, and Lilly have made it abundantly clear that teachers deeply
care for the wellbeing of their students. Their caregiving can better be understood through
Nel Noddings’ theory of care (Noddings, 2002) which posits that the act of preserving
social justice is rooted in caring. Noddings (2008) posits that this is achieved by
establishing caring relations, which consisted of a carer and a cared for. Noddings (2004)
states that the carers (teachers) are expected to be most focused on the needs of the cared
for (students). The responses provided by teachers depict how they remain concerned for
the safety and well-being of their students.
Teachers’ responses related to the manner in which they cope with the process, or
aftermath, of making a report highlight several key findings: (i) teachers who make
reports of suspected maltreatment fear retaliation from families; (ii) teachers worry about
how their reports might affect the relationships they currently have with families or with
their students; and (iii) reporting is an emotional process that teacher put themselves
through because they care for the wellbeing of their students.
Interconnected Theory
While the aforementioned stages serve as mini-theories through which the
reporting process of CSA can better be understood, when considered together, they serve
as a theory towards understanding a much larger phenomenon: the underreporting of
CSA, and potentially other forms of child maltreatment, to CPS. Essentially, the manner
in which a teacher progresses through these theoretical stages could determine whether or
not they’ll report their suspicions to CPS. Most specifically, the consulting stage seems to
have the most influence over whether or not an educator will formally report their
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allegations of sexual abuse to the required authorities. For example, teachers who
indicated consulting with members of their school administration regarding their
suspicions that a student was being sexually abused were found to experience one of the
following two outcomes (Figure 6); either: (i) a formal report to DSS was suggested and
therefore made; or (ii) a formal report to DSS was discouraged. The latter usually results
in the member of school administration (e.g. school social worker or psychologist) taking
it upon themselves to investigate the situation further.
However, although figure 6 depicts, theoretically, how the reporting process specifically the consulting stage - might influence the under-reporting of CSA to CPS, it
does not represent how this process should occur; especially given the fact that it is
against CAPTA and Mandated Reporting policies for a school to investigate a claim of
child maltreatment or neglect. However, the theoretical interconnectedness of these
stages of reporting is based on the experiences of the six teachers I interviewed, therefore,
the bifurcation that occurs after ‘consulting’ is rooted in the lived experiences of my
interviewees. Nevertheless, given that the under-reporting of CSA - or any form of child
maltreatment and neglect - shouldn’t be occurring, researchers and educators would
benefit from a depiction of how these theoretical stages of reporting could be
interconnected with CPS in such a way that it allowed for inter-agency collaboration.
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Figure 7 provides a delineation of how the theoretical stages described in Figure
5, alongside the theoretical interconnected with reporting tendencies (Figure 6), could be
reframed to increase the likelihood that public school teachers and members of school
administration follow-through with reporting to CPS, primarily through integrating a
collaborative approach between teachers, school administration, and CPS caseworkers.
This is particularly important to consider, especially since research (Abrahams et al.,
1992; Kenny, 2000) has found that less than 30% of reports made to school
administration are formally made to CPS; implying that the remaining 70% are not
reported and therefore contribute to the phenomenon of under-reporting. Additionally,
Kenny and McEachern (2002) found that, in many cases, the reporting procedures of an
institution (e.g school) differ from state laws. Furthermore, Zellman (1990) found that
one reason for a strained relationship between public schools and CPS is because their
collaboration was forced by CAPTA and mandated reporter laws. Reworking the
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theoretical stages of reporting would allow for an intentional approach towards improved
collaboration efforts between public schools and CPS.

Figure 7 expands upon Figure 6, by taking the theoretical stages of reporting - as
they potentially relate to the under-reporting of CSA to CPS - and transforming them in
such a way that a collaboration is established between school personnel (teachers,
administration) and CPS caseworkers, supervisors, and investigators. One notable change
is the purposeful incorporation of collaboration between public school personnel and
CPS; these opportunities for partnership occur at the following stages: (i) training; (ii)
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consulting with CPS; and potentially (iii) investigation. A synopsis of each of these
stages, as they relate to opportunities for collaboration, follows:
Training is the first stage where an interagency approach would be utilized.
During this stage, school and CPS personnel would be trained on a reporting process that
requires teamwork from teachers, school administration, and CPS staff. Ideally, the
format of this training would evolve significantly (this is discussed further in the
Implications for Research, Practice, and Policy section) in such a way that it would occur
in-person, rather than via a 20-minute video that “you can kind of, click through and
finish without really watching,” (Hazel, 2020). During this in-person training
opportunity, CPS intake workers, supervisors, and/or investigators would be invited to
provide additional context regarding the reporting of CSA, and other forms of child
maltreatment and neglect. This would also provide an opportunity for teachers and other
school staff members to learn more about: (i) the procedural steps that CPS must follow
during an investigation; (ii) the ‘screening’ decision process; and (iii) policies that
provide anonymity and privacy during the reporting and investigation process.
Consulting is the second stage where an interagency approach would be utilized.
Consulting would be a required stage of this reporting process, one that occurs after a
teacher or school staff member has detected a possible case of CSA, but prior to an
investigation (if one is needed). This consulting stage would allow teachers, or other
members of school personnel who suspect a child is being abused, to consult directly
with a CPS intake worker and supervisor. A teacher would initiate a consultation by
contacting CPS directly, and providing all of the necessary details for a report to be
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established. A ‘screening’ decision would be made by the CPS intake worker and
supervisor after the teacher provides them with a report and the necessary details, and the
teacher or school staff member would be notified immediately of this decision. If CPS
decides that the case will not be ‘screened in’, the CPS intake worker or supervisor would
explain to the teacher or school staff member why they are ‘screening out’ the case. This
explanation and clarification would provide an additional training opportunity, so-tospeak, in that teachers could develop additional, albeit on-the-job, training regarding the
‘screening’ decision process.
Investigation is the last stage where an interagency approach would be utilized.
An investigation would only occur if CPS decides that a report of suspected CSA is being
‘screened in’. This stage would occur after a ‘screening’ decision is made, and would be
initiated only by CPS intake workers, supervisors, or investigators. School administration
cannot conduct their own investigations, but can collaborate with members of CPS
personnel during this process, if their assistance is deemed necessary. Ideally,
collaboration at this stage could occur in several manners, such as, but not limited to: (i)
CPS conducting preliminary interviews via phone with teachers, or school administration,
prior to commencing their in-person investigation at the school or the residence of the
child; (ii) CPS conducting an in-person interview of the teacher and/or the child at the
school; and (iii) school staff members contacting CPS, for the purpose of making a
follow-up report of suspected maltreatment, regarding a child whose case is already being
investigated. This collaboration would help to strengthen the working relationship
between public school personnel and CPS staff members, and would allow teachers to
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develop a better understanding of the investigation process and timeline. Additionally,
this would also provide teachers with the ability to make informed and intentional
decisions regarding how to best offer support to a child whose report to CPS was
substantiated. It should be noted, however, that while collaboration within the training
and consulting stages would be required, collaboration at this stage - while encouraged is only necessary if CPS deems it so.
Further discussion regarding Figure 7 follows in the recommendations for future
research and Implications for Research, Practice, and Policy sections. This discussion
will provide guidance as to how the stages included in Figure 7 could inform future
research, practice, and policy based on extant literature and current mandated reporting
laws.
Limitations
There are several limitations to this work, as outlined in chapter 3. First,
traditional grounded theories utilize theoretical sampling. While theoretical sampling was
loosely adhered to during phase one of this work, given that the sampling process for
phase two occurred based on the preliminary data analysis and theoretical ideas from
survey responses. However, given the sensitive nature of this work, adhering to
theoretical sampling was not possible during phase two of this work, given that would
have required a robust sample.
Second, while grounded theory researchers will generally revise their interview
protocols after preliminary analysis of their interview some are able to circle back to
initial interviewees with their revised protocols. I chose not to revisit my first two
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interviewees for two reasons: (i) some of the the questions I added to the revised
interview protocol were questions that I had asked as follow-ups to one, or both, of the
first two interviewees; and (ii) given the nature of this topic, I felt that all questions
related to this work would be best asked in-person given that research highlights the
importance of establishing rapport.
Third, the response rates at both the survey and interview stages of this work were
low: (i) the survey was emailed to 1,652 teachers and 157 responded for a response rate
of 9.5%; and (ii) personalized emails were sent to 19 teachers inviting them to participate
in the second stage of this work, and 7 responded for a response rate of 36.8%. However,
prior to the interview beginning, a teacher from School District #1 realized she had
misread the survey and provided inaccurate answers; since she did not have report
identifying or reporting child sexual abuse, the decision was made to remove her from the
study.
Recommendations for Future Research
While this research serves as a supplement to the works currently available in this
field by beginning to fill some of the gaps found in the literature, it also provides an
opportunity for other researchers to expand upon these findings through various
initiatives. The following are recommendations for future research that could potentially
continue to fill the gaps found in extant literature, and provide further context to the
findings of this work.
First, this study should be replicated in other parts of the country, particularly in
urban school districts or with a sample of teachers who are racially/ethnically diverse.
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Replicating this study, potentially several times, will allow for researchers to determine if
the results of this work, or subsequent studies, are specific to: (i) the areas in which the
research was conducted; and/or (ii) the sample of teachers surveyed/interviewed. Results
of these additional works should be compared to determine if there are any notable
differences in findings between teachers from: (i) different regions of the country (e.g.
southeast v. northeast); (ii) different city types (e.g. rural v. urban); and (iii) different
racial/ethnic backgrounds (e.g. Caucasian v. African American). The latter is particularly
important to consider, given that research (Alvarez et al., 2004; Font, 2012; Miller, 2008)
has established that children of color have substantiated reports and are removed from
their homes at rates that are disproportionately higher than that of their white
counterparts. Therefore, one can presume that a teacher of color likely has a different
experience when reporting CSA to CPS, especially given that reports involving children
of color - when compared to reports involving white children - are most likely to be
substantiated and lead to the removal of the child from the home (Font, 2012; Miller,
2008).
Additionally, replicating this study will paint a more holistic picture of the
experiences that teachers have had with respect to detecting and reporting cases of child
sexual abuse to child protective services. This is because these replications can determine
the accuracy of figure 5, and potentially figure 6, by ascertaining the reporting
experiences of various samples of teachers across the United States. These reporting
experiences can provide several key findings when compared to this work, for example:
(i) in what ways, if at all, do these teachers experience their ‘coping’ stage; (ii) in what
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ways do teachers cope with the process, and aftermath, of reporting CSA; (iii) in what
ways do teachers child maltreatment/trauma training differ across the state or country;
and (iv) in what ways are teachers supported through this process? These experiences,
regardless of the region or city-type in which they occur, when considered collectively
have the potential to create a more accurate depiction of the process of reporting CSA to
CPS. This work is critical as an expansion of current available literature, given that
research has established that one of the reasons why teachers do not report child
maltreatment and neglect to CPS is because they are unsure of what the reporting process
entails (Abrahams et al., 2004; Baxter & beer, 1990). Furthermore, when replicating this
study, researchers should seek to focus on the detecting and reporting experiences of
other forms of child maltreatment and neglect. The results from these studies can provide
a broader understanding of whether the training, detecting and reporting experiences of
teachers differ based on the type of maltreatment.
Second, a possible extension of this study would be to interview a diverse sample
of teachers regarding their perceived definitions of the words: (i) child; (ii) sexual; and
(iii) abuse, in addition to the term child sexual abuse. Research (Kenny, 2004; Smith,
2005) has found that there are definitional discrepancies across the United States
regarding how states define and operationalize each segment, and the entirety of, the term
child sexual abuse. This avenue of research would be useful considering Lowe et al.
(2005) found no significant differences regarding how Caucasian, African American, and
Latino/a BA-level psychology and sociology students defined CSA. However, this work
was quantitative, and asked survey respondents to identify the legality of several CSA

181

vignettes. This proposed work would explore whether the interview responses of teachers
regarding their perceived definitions differ based on their racial or ethnic identification?
If so, in what ways, and how could these findings possibly inform future training and
research endeavors? In a similar light, another possible avenue would be to explore the
differences, if any, of these definitions and their operationalizations based on the age of
the teacher. Responses to this work could inform professional development models, by
providing more in-depth training opportunities tailored towards the specific needs of
teachers.
Third, a possible extension of study would be to survey and/or interview building
leaders and administrators (e.g. social workers, school counselors, psychologists) on their
policies for reporting child maltreatment and neglect. This research should ideally focus
on building leaders and/or administrators who implement reporting policies that are in
direct contrast to those established by mandated reporter laws within their state. This
study should seek to understand what exactly the policies and procedures are, and why
they have been established, especially when they violate state laws. Additionally, given
that Zellman (1990) found that, in some cases, principals - who receive even less training
than teachers - are investigating claims of child maltreatment and neglect themselves, it
would be helpful to ascertain the level of training that principals and other building
leaders are provided with. How does this training differ, if at all, from what is provided to
public school teachers? How do these training opportunities prepare them, if at all, to
navigate claims of child maltreatment and neglect within their own schools? This
research could provide a better understanding as to the needs of building leaders with
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regards to training and establishing reporting policies that align with state and federal
laws.
Fourth, another possible supplement to this work would be to survey and/or
interview CPS intake workers, supervisors, and/or investigators regarding their
experiences with respect to documenting, assessing, and investigating allegations of child
sexual abuse and other forms of child maltreatment and neglect. This work could focus
on understanding what factors, specifically, go into determining their ‘screening’
decisions and investigation procedures. This could be particularly insightful, as Alvarez
et al. (2004) has found that some teachers believe that CPS endangers the wellbeing of
children by delaying or prolonging their investigation efforts. Additionally, research
could seek to determine to what extent, if any, CPS workers (intake, supervisors, and
investigators) emotionally cope with the decisions they make on a daily basis, and in
what way could policies be implemented to help lessen the likelihood of the burnout that
CPS workers are found to experience (Drake & Yadama, 1996). Another possible focus
of this work could be to understand what training or support, if any, CPS workers feel
they need in order to better execute elements of their job.
Fifth, another possible supplement to this work would be to interview early
childhood educators who have reported CSA to CPS regarding how the process of
reporting has affected them emotionally. This research would be particularly insightful,
considering the coping construct of my work highlights the way that teachers were
emotionally affected by their process of reporting to school administration or CPS. Hazel
disclosed feeling “frustrated” (Hazel, 2020) in the aftermath of making a report to CPS
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because “as a teacher” (Hazel, 2020) she doesn't get updated on the outcome of the case,
and is left wondering if the child is still being abused. Eileen indicated that her
experience reporting a suspected case of CSA to a member of her school administration
made her feel “awful” (Eileen, 2020) because she was told that a formal report to CPS
wasn’t needed; she also reflects on her experiences reporting other suspected cases of
CSA to CPS and notes that the process makes her “wonder, you know, if I did the right
thing” (Eileen, 2020) because she isn’t ever updated on the outcomes of those cases. Lilly
discloses crying at several points throughout her process - particularly during the
detection and investigation stages - describing the process as “very emotional” (Lilly,
2020) for her. While the emotional experiences of my interviewees are explored further
within the coping construct in chapter 4, these examples serve as a justification regarding
why it is important to understand the emotional toll of reporting CSA, or any form of
child maltreatment and neglect. Furthermore, another possible approach would be to
explore how a teacher’s history of sexual abuse or trauma influences the manner in which
they navigate their process of reporting. One goal of this work could be to consider
whether the emotional toll on them is heavier than for teachers without a history of abuse
or trauma? This work would have been particularly insightful for a teacher such as Kay,
who reported her own experience being sexually abused as a child, and again as an adult.
Furthermore, is a teacher whose need for safety (Maslow, 1943) wasn’t met, able to
adequately assist a child in progressing through their own hierarchical set of needs? The
outcomes of this research could lead to informed decisions regarding how to offer
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improved training and support to teachers who have a history of childhood abuse or
trauma.
Lastly, a separate avenue of this research could seek to determine how CPS
workers and PreK-12 educators across the country could better collaborate to establish a
more streamlined relationship. This work could help dismantle some of the biases held by
teachers regarding CPS and their involvement in responding to, intervening within, and
investigating allegations of abuse and neglect. One possible goal of this research could be
to explore whether there are differences in how to establish collaboration between public
school staff and CPS personnel based on their racial and/or ethnic identifications - for
example, is it more difficult to establish a collaboration between school teachers of color
and CPS, given the research regarding the disproportionate rate at which black and
Latino/a children are investigated by CPS? This research could be particularly useful
given that Zellman (1990) found that one reason for an existing strained relationship
between educators and CPS workers is because their collaboration was mandated by state
law.
Implications for Research, Practice, and Policy
While many researchers (Kenny, 2004; Sinanan, 2011; Smith, 2005) have argued
that, given the extended periods of time they spend in the presence of children, teachers
are ideal detectors and reports of suspected cases of child maltreatment and neglect, littleto-none of this available work seeks to ascertain their experience serving in this role. This
work provides first-hand accounts of the experiences of six teachers who were
courageous enough to share their stories regarding how they navigated a process they are
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seldom adequately trained for. The personal accounts of these teachers highlight the
extent to which they are under-prepared and under-supported throughout a process
they’re legally expected to engage in if and/or when they suspect a child is being abused
or neglected.
Some research has posited that one reason why teachers tend to under-report all
forms of child abuse and neglect is because they have little knowledge and/or awareness
regarding what the process of making said report actually entails (Alvarez et al., 2004).
There is little-to-no research available that provides an overview of the process of making
a report, of any form of child maltreatment and neglect, to CPS. This study provides
detailed accounts of the experiences and reporting processes of six teachers representing
two school districts in South Carolina. Figure 5 depicts the various theoretical stages of
this reporting process, allowing teachers the opportunity to see a visual road map, so-tospeak, of what the process will be like before they navigate through it. Figure 6 provides
a visual understanding regarding how this theoretical process (Figure 5) might be related
to the phenomenon of under-reporting CSA to CPS. This should be important for teachers
to understand, especially those who view themselves as a carer (Noddings, 1984) who is
responsible for the wellbeing of the cared for (Noddings, 1984), because it highlights
how this process might result in a ‘dead-end’ so-to-speak, given the possibility that a
member of school administration might dissuade them from making a formal report to
CPS. Figure 7 depicts how the process of reporting (Figure 5) should be interconnected
with CPS in such a way that: (i) collaboration is established between public schools and
CPS; and (ii) it minimizes the likelihood that under-reporting would occur. This Figure is
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important for teachers to consider because it provides a framework for how the process
should unfold, while integrating the need for teamwork with school administration and
members of CPS. Thus, this research will fill a gap in extant literature by providing an
understanding of the entire process of reporting, including what may occur prior to, and
following, a report to CPS.
Additionally, little-to-no research seeks to understand the emotional aspects of
reporting any form of child maltreatment and neglect to CPS. There is some work that
does focus on teachers’ frustrations with CPS (Mathews et al., 2017) and their concerns
regarding retaliation from families (Hazzard, 1984). However, there are few studies, if
any, that concentrate on ascertaining how teachers cope with the process of reporting
child sexual abuse, specifically or the supports that are offered to them through their
school administration. This work provides some enlightenment regarding the fact that
reporting instances of CSA is possibly, for most teachers, an emotional act that they
partake in, because they care for the wellbeing and safety of their students, with little
emotional support. One possible implication for practice and/or policy might be to
provide teachers with a mentor who can help them navigate through this process. Figure
7 incorporates this need by adding an additional step after ‘detection’ - teachers report
their suspicions to a member of school administration, possibly a school counselor or
social worker, who will serve as a mentor for this teacher as they move through the
various stages of reporting. This mentor should be thoroughly trained on: (i) the legal
process of reporting child maltreatment and neglect to CPS; (ii) how to best provide
emotional support to teachers as they move through each of the stages of the process; (iii)
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how to maintain a positive and collaborative relationship with CPS; and (iv) best
practices regarding how to best prepare teachers to support victims of child maltreatment
and neglect.
Furthermore, studies have found a tendency to under-report all forms of child
maltreatment and neglect (Kenny, 2000; Mathews et al., 2017; Smith, 2005). While there
is quantitative research available that seeks to explore the hindrances to detecting and
reporting child abuse and neglect to CPS (e.g. Alvarez et al., 2004), little-to-none
provides a qualitative approach. My study provides a deeper understanding as to possible
reasons why teachers are under-reporting CSA, and possibly other forms of child
maltreatment and neglect, to CPS. Specifically, this work highlights the roles that training
and/or schools play in a teacher’s likelihood of reporting. This is especially true when
one teacher reported that she hadn’t received any training for several years despite
teaching and therefore being legally mandated to report abuse; other teachers indicate
inadequate training experiences that did not provide them with direct steps or procedures
for reporting. Additionally, some teachers indicated that the policy at their school
required teachers to report suspicions of abuse to, and seek approval from, a member of
school administration, such as a school counselor or a social worker, before reporting to
CPS. One possible implication of my work is to reconsider how teachers, and other
members of school personnel, are trained to detect and report CSA. What follows is an
overview of a professional development model that could be offered to teachers, school
counselors, social workers, and other school administration with regards to child sexual
abuse and the reporting process.
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Researchers agree that teachers are not adequately trained to detect and report
possible victims of child maltreatment and neglect (e.g. Abrahams et al., 1992; Baxter &
Beer, 1990; Hazzard, 1984; Sinanan, 2011; Smith, 2005). Thus, they are in agreement
that teachers require additional training in this area, so as to better serve in their role as
detectors and reporters of child sexual abuse and other forms of child maltreatment.
Interviewees for my work disclosed feeling as though the mandated reporter training
offered to them was just, “ticking a box,” (Eileen, 2020) so the school district could say
that they’d trained their teachers; even if this training was described as “below adequate,”
(Eileen, 2020) or “a step in the right direction … but … has a lot of room for growth,”
(Maria, 2020) because while it reminded them that they were mandated reporters, it did
not provide them with an overview of the legal process of reporting child maltreatment
and neglect to CPS. Thus, my last implication for policy is to establish a new, nationallevel, training (Figure 8) and reporting process (Figure 7) that all teachers will be
provided with. The overview of this training model (Figure 8) builds off Figure 7, by
taking what I believe should be the stages of reporting and transforming them into the
various topics that should be covered in mandated reporter training.
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This training should be provided at the beginning of each academic school year,
and supplemented, if needed, with additional training opportunities at some point
throughout the year. While I acknowledge that the amount of time required might differ
based on the size of the school, the population of children and families served, and the
needs of the teachers, I am suggesting that school’s dedicate at least an 8-hour day to this
training model to ensure that each of the four topics, and their subtopics, are thoroughly
covered. In an effort to establish interagency collaboration, CPS personnel will be present
at this training. The discussion immediately following Figure 7 provides an overview of
the stages that will require or suggest interagency collaboration. An overview of each of
the four topics, and their subtopics, as they relate to this PD model follows:
Detection will be the first of the four topics covered. During this section of the
training model, teachers and other school personnel will explore the various elements
interrelated with detecting a possible case of CSA. Content covered will include, but is
not limited to: (i) definition of child sexual abuse; (ii) signs of CSA; (iii) symptoms of
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CSA; (iv) behaviors related to CSA victimization; and (v) disclosure. All members of
school personnel will be provided with the legal definition for each of the following
words: child, sexual, and abuse; and the term child sexual abuse. A sign is an effect of
the abuse that can be observed by a teacher; a possible sign of CSA is trouble sleeping. A
symptom is an effect of the sexual abuse that is generally experienced or felt by the
victim; a possible symptom of CSA is social anxiety. Behaviors related to CSA
victimization will focus on the behavioral signs that could indicate a child is being
sexually abused; a possible behavioral sign is anger outbursts and/or physical aggression.
Disclosure relates to the possibility that one way teachers could detect a victim is through
the child’s report of their abuse to an adult. Teachers should be prepared on how to best
respond to a child who confides in them enough to disclose their previous or ongoing
abuse.
An additional component to this topic is the assigning of a mentor to each teacher
who suspects a child is being sexually abused. These mentors, a school counselor or
social worker, will provide emotional support to the teacher as they make their way
through the various stages of reporting to CPS. Mentors will be present at the time of this
training, but will be provided a separate training that will prepare them for this role.
Mentors should also be supported or provided with someone who they can turn to if, and
when, the process of supporting teachers who make reports to CPS become emotionally
overwhelming for them.
Consulting with CPS will be second of the four topics covered. During this
section of the training model, teachers and other members of school personnel will be
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trained on an interagency approach to navigating the process of reporting child sexual
abuse - and potentially other forms of child maltreatment and neglect - to CPS. During
this stage of the reporting process, a teacher who has a suspicion that a child is being
sexually abused will initiate a consultation with CPS; during this consultation, a teacher
will disclose to the CPS intake worker, and supervisor, their report (e.g details regarding
their detection of a possible victim of CSA). Teachers will have the opportunity to
understand what types of questions are asked by CPS when making a report regarding
CSA. Additionally, teachers will gain additional insight regarding the ‘screening’
process, such as what types of information or ‘proof’ does CPS require to be present
within a report before they make the decision to ‘screen’ it in and investigate it.
Investigation is the third of the four topics covered. During this section of the
training model, teachers and other school personnel will learn about the procedural
elements of the investigation process. CPS will inform teachers of the protocols they
follow and the ways that teachers might be involved within this stage of the reporting
process. Possible reasons for teacher involvement include, but are not limited to: (i) an
investigative interview prior to CPS investigators or local police arriving at the school or
child’s residence; (ii) an investigative interview with the teacher and/or student that
occurs at the school; and (iii) follow-up reports made by teachers to CPS regarding a
child whose case was already ‘screened in’. This topic will also cover: (i) the
investigation timeline; (ii) locations where the investigation and related elements may
occur; (iii) people who may be involved within the investigation, as well as their roles
(e.g. doctor for a rape kit or other type of trauma assessment, local police officers for
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detaining sexual offenders, etc.); (iv) agencies that may be involved in the investigation
(e.g. local hospitals, law enforcement, and/or child advocacy centers); and (v) possible
outcomes of investigations regarding the sexual abuse of children (e.g. court trials; child
removed from home; abuser removed from home; etc.).
Coping is the fourth of the four topics covered. During this section of the training
model, teachers and other members of school personnel - including those serving in
mentor roles - will learn about the different ways that this process could take an
emotional toll on those who are reporting CSA to CPS. A possible list of subtopics to be
discussed include, but are not limited to: (i) possible feelings that could be experienced
throughout the reporting process (e.g. fear of how this might affect the family or child);
(ii) feelings regarding reporter identification (e.g. fear of retaliation from the family or
parents); and (iii) supports that will be offered throughout the process (e.g. mentor). This
topic is not covered with the intent of intimidating teachers by providing them an
overview of the emotional toll this process might have on them, but rather to be
transparent with them regarding the feelings they might encounter. If teachers are
prepared for their possible emotional reactions, then they can anticipate them and respond
accordingly. Additionally, suggestions can be made to teachers regarding strategies they
can use to manage their emotions - journaling, daily check-ins with their mentor, or even
the option of a mental health day for the time remaining of a school day after a report is
made to, and ‘screened in’ by, CPS.
An additional component of this topic will be offering targeted training and
support to teachers who disclose a history of abuse or trauma as a child. This targeted
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training can enlighten teachers as to how their feelings throughout the reporting process
might be particularly difficult given the chances that it could cause a teacher to remember
their own trauma. They’ll be provided with mental health resources or advocacy centers
that they can contact if they need additional emotional assistance beyond what the school
can offer through a mentor or other mental health staff.
This training model addresses the needs of teachers to be adequately trained to
navigate their roles as detectors and reporters of CSA. It does this by offering the
following: (i) a universal training and reporting model that will be used across the
country; (ii) a thorough explanation regarding the definitions of the words child, sexual,
and abuse, and the term child sexual abuse; (iii) the signs and symptoms of CSA, as well
as the distinction between a sign and a symptom; (iv) the behavioral indicators that could
be indicative that a child is being sexually abused; (v) the integration of interagency
collaboration; (vi) an overview of the ‘screening’ decision process; (vii) a thorough
analysis of the investigation process; and (viii) highlighting the emotional toll of
reporting, including supports that can be made available to each teacher who reports CSA
and additional resources for teachers with their own history of childhood trauma.
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APPENDICES
Appendix 1.1.1: Survey Cover Letter Email to SD#1
Dear Current Early Childhood Educator;
I am currently a full-time doctoral student at Clemson University College of Education in
South Carolina. My research focuses on the beliefs of early childhood educators in the
United States, such as yourself, regarding child sexual abuse. Currently, an estimated
400,000 children are victims of child sexual abuse each year in the United States, 35%
are under the age of 8. Research currently positions educators of all grades as potential
detectors and reporters of child sexual abuse victims due to the significant amount of time
spent with your students. Thus, teachers like you have the ability to serve as advocates
for children. However, some research has found that teachers feel as though they should
not be responsible for reporting suspicions of child maltreatment and neglect to child
protective services; what this research fails to do is ask teachers why they feel this way.
Additionally, some research has also concluded that teachers do not feel as though child
maltreatment and neglect are serious issues in our country; once again research fails to
ask teachers why they feel this way.
Your willingness to participate in this survey, and a follow-up interview, will help myself
and other researchers to better understand the beliefs of early childhood educators who
may share the aforementioned expressed attitudes regarding CSA.
You are being contacted to complete this survey because you are an employee with
{Removed for anonymity}. Responding to this survey should take less than 5 minutes of
your time. If you indicate interest in a follow-up interview, which will be invaluable to
my research, it shouldn’t take longer than an additional hour of your time. You can rest
assured that your responses to this survey, and a follow-up interview should you be
contacted for one, will remain anonymous.
You can access the survey by clicking on the following link
https://clemson.ca1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_cM7iEd1jdKkHQxv or copying and
pasting it into your browser.
If you have questions, please feel free to email me at atejada@clemson.edu.
Your time and cooperation are greatly appreciated.
Best,
Amaris Cordero
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Appendix 1.1.2: Survey Email Cover Letter to SD#2 1 - 5
Dear Current Early Childhood Educator;
I am currently a full-time doctoral student at Clemson University College of Education in
South Carolina. My research focuses on the beliefs of early childhood educators in the
United States, such as yourself, regarding child sexual abuse. Currently, an estimated
400,000 children are victims of child sexual abuse each year in the United States, 35%
are under the age of 8. Research currently positions educators of all grades as potential
detectors and reporters of child sexual abuse victims due to the significant amount of time
spent with your students. However, there is not a lot of research that asks teachers what
they think about being potential detectors and reporters of child sexual abuse and why
they feel this way. Likewise, there is not a lot of research asking teachers if they feel
child maltreatment and neglect are serious issues in our country and why they feel this
way.
Your willingness to participate in this survey, and a follow-up interview, will help me
and other researchers to better understand the beliefs of early childhood educators who
may share the aforementioned expressed attitudes regarding CSA.
You are being contacted to complete this survey because you are an employee with
{Removed for anonymity}. Responding to this survey should take less than 5 minutes of
your time. If you indicate interest in a follow-up interview, which will be invaluable to
my research, it shouldn’t take longer than an additional hour of your time. You can rest
assured that your responses to this survey, and a follow-up interview should you be
contacted for one, will remain anonymous.
You can access the survey by clicking on the following link
https://clemson.ca1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_2mf3324N0xn26B7 or copying and
pasting it into your browser.
If you have questions, comments, or concerns please feel free to email me at
atejada@clemson.edu.
Your time and cooperation are greatly appreciated.
Best,
Amaris Cordero
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Appendix 1.1.3: Survey Email Cover Letter to SD#3
Dear Current Early Childhood Educator;
I am currently a full-time doctoral student at Clemson University College of Education in
South Carolina. My research focuses on the beliefs of early childhood educators in the
United States, such as yourself, regarding child sexual abuse. Currently, an estimated
400,000 children are victims of child sexual abuse each year in the United States, 35%
are under the age of 8. Research currently positions educators of all grades as potential
detectors and reporters of child sexual abuse victims due to the significant amount of time
spent with your students. However, there is not a lot of research that asks teachers what
they think about being potential detectors and reporters of child sexual abuse and why
they feel this way. Likewise, there is not a lot of research asking teachers if they feel
child maltreatment and neglect are serious issues in our country and why they feel this
way.
Your willingness to participate in this survey, and a follow-up interview, will help me
and other researchers to better understand the beliefs of early childhood educators who
may share the aforementioned expressed attitudes regarding CSA.
You are being contacted to complete this survey because you are an employee with
{Removed for anonymity}. Responding to this survey should take less than 5 minutes of
your time. If you indicate interest in a follow-up interview, which will be invaluable to
my research, it shouldn’t take longer than an additional hour of your time. You can rest
assured that your responses to this survey and a follow-up interview should you be
contacted for one, will remain anonymous.
You can access the survey by clicking on the following link
https://clemson.ca1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_cOAOqZbq3wsYCrj or copying and
pasting it into your browser.
If you have questions, comments, or concerns please feel free to email me at
atejada@clemson.edu.
If you have already completed this survey, please disregard this email. I sincerely thank
you for your time.
Best,
Amaris Cordero
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Appendix 1.2.1: Participant Recruitment Survey - ECE Beliefs of CSA (SD#1)
Section 1: Demographics
1. Age
a. 18 - 24 years old
b. 25 - 34 years old
c. 35 - 44 years old
d. 45 - 54 years old
e. 55 +
2. Gender: please choose the term that best describes you
a. Male
b. Female
c. Non-gender binary
d. Prefer not to answer
3. Are you Hispanic, Latino, or of Spanish Origin?
a. Yes
b. No
4. Race? (check all that apply)
a. American Indian or Alaska Native
b. Asian
c. Black or African American
d. Native Hawaiin or other Pacific Islander
e. White
5. Highest Level of Education Completed?
a. Bachelors
b. Masters
c. PhD
d. Some College
e. Child Development Associate
f. High School Diploma/GED
6. What Grade do you Currently Teach?
a. PreK/4K
b. Kindergarten/K5
c. 1st Grade
d. 2nd Grade
e. Other

Section 2: Beliefs regarding Child Sexual Abuse
1. Do you believe that early childhood educators should be mandated reporters of
child sexual abuse?
a. Yes
b. No
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2. Do you believe that child sexual abuse is a serious issue in our society?
a. Yes
b. No
Section 3: Miscellaneous Questions
1. Have you ever suspected a student was being sexually abused?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Prefer not to answer
2. Have you ever reported child sexual abuse to child protective services or school
administration (e.g. principal, social worker, etc)?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Prefer not to answer
3. I am willing to participate in a 1-hour follow-up interview to discuss my beliefs
regarding child sexual abuse in addition to the responses I have provided to this
survey
a. Yes
b. No
4. Please provide an email address where information regarding a follow-up
interview can be sent *only displays if the response to #3 was yes
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Appendix 1.2.2: Participant Recruitment Survey - ECE Beliefs of CSA
(SD#2 1 - 5)
Section 1: Demographics
1. Age
a. 18 - 24 years old
b. 25 - 34 years old
c. 35 - 44 years old
d. 45 - 54 years old
e. 55 +
2. Gender: please choose the term that best describes you
a. Male
b. Female
c. Non-gender binary
d. Prefer not to answer
3. Are you Hispanic, Latino, or of Spanish Origin?
a. Yes
b. No
4. Race? (check all that apply)
a. American Indian or Alaska Native
b. Asian
c. Black or African American
d. Native Hawaiin or other Pacific Islander
e. White
5. Highest Level of Education Completed?
a. Bachelors
b. Masters
c. PhD
d. Some College
e. Child Development Associate
f. High School Diploma/GED
6. What Grade do you Currently Teach?
a. PreK/4K
b. Kindergarten/K5
c. 1st Grade
d. 2nd Grade
e. Other
7. Which {Removed for anonymity} do you teach/work in?
a. {Removed for anonymity} 1
b. {Removed for anonymity} 2
c. {Removed for anonymity} 3
d. {Removed for anonymity} 4
e. {Removed for anonymity} 5
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Section 2: Beliefs regarding Child Sexual Abuse
1. Do you believe that early childhood educators should be mandated reporters of
child sexual abuse?
a. Yes
b. No
2. Do you believe that child sexual abuse is a serious issue in our society?
a. Yes
b. No
Section 3: Miscellaneous Questions
1. Have you ever suspected a student was being sexually abused?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Prefer not to answer
2. Have you ever reported child sexual abuse to child protective services or school
administration (e.g. principal, social worker, etc)?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Prefer not to answer
3. I am willing to participate in a 1-hour follow-up interview to discuss my beliefs
regarding child sexual abuse in addition to the responses I have provided to this
survey
a. Yes
b. No
4. Please provide an email address where information regarding a follow-up
interview can be sent *only displays if the response to #3 was yes
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Appendix 1.2.3: Participant Recruitment Survey - ECE Beliefs of CSA (SD#3)
Section 1: Demographics
1. Age
a. 18 - 24 years old
b. 25 - 34 years old
c. 35 - 44 years old
d. 45 - 54 years old
e. 55 +
2. Gender: please choose the term that best describes you
a. Male
b. Female
c. Non-gender binary
d. Prefer not to answer
3. Are you Hispanic, Latino, or of Spanish Origin?
a. Yes
b. No
4. Race? (check all that apply)
a. American Indian or Alaska Native
b. Asian
c. Black or African American
d. Native Hawaiin or other Pacific Islander
e. White
5. Highest Level of Education Completed?
a. Bachelors
b. Masters
c. PhD
d. Some College
e. Child Development Associate
f. High School Diploma/GED
6. What Grade do you Currently Teach?
a. PreK/4K
b. Kindergarten/K5
c. 1st Grade
d. 2nd Grade
e. Other

Section 2: Beliefs regarding Child Sexual Abuse
1. Do you believe that early childhood educators should be mandated reporters of
child sexual abuse?
a. Yes
b. No
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2. Do you believe that child sexual abuse is a serious issue in our society?
a. Yes
b. No
Section 3: Miscellaneous Questions
1. Have you ever suspected a student was being sexually abused?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Prefer not to answer
2. Have you ever reported child sexual abuse to child protective services or school
administration (e.g. principal, social worker, etc)?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Prefer not to answer
3. I am willing to participate in a 1-hour follow-up interview to discuss my beliefs
regarding child sexual abuse in addition to the responses I have provided to this
survey
a. Yes
b. No
4. Please provide an email address where information regarding a follow-up
interview can be sent *only displays if the response to #3 was yes
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Appendix 1.3: Phase 2 Cover Letter - Personalized Emails
Hello Jane Doe;
You are receiving this email because you recently completed a survey for my research,
focusing on the beliefs of early childhood educators regarding child sexual abuse, in
which you expressed consent to be contacted for a follow-up one-on-one interview. I
would like to personally thank you for taking the time out of your already-busy day to
complete the aforementioned survey. This survey leads to the second part of my study, a
one-on-one interview that focuses on the experiences of teachers related to child sexual
abuse. I would really appreciate it if you would consider further supporting my work by
participating in this interview. Your responses will allow me to produce work that is
critical in the field and could lead to helping children in the future.
If you are still interested and willing to participate in a follow-up interview, please
respond to this email confirming your interest. I will then reply with a link to a quick
survey, which will allow you to select date/time/location preferences for our interview.
These interviews will occur in-person, at a mutually agreed upon location that can offer
privacy, and will be scheduled based on your availability.
One-on-One interviews will focus on gaining a better understanding of the beliefs and
perspectives you hold with respect to child sexual abuse, as well as potential experiences
(such as having had to report child sexual abuse in the past).
You reserve the right to decline to participate in a follow-up interview, all data collected
will be kept confidential and pseudonyms will be used to protect anonymity.
Please contact me at atejada@clemson.edu if you would like to participate or have
questions or concerns regarding this interview.
Best,
Amaris Josephine Cordero
Ph.D. Candidate in Curriculum and Instruction: Early Childhood Education Emphasis
Clemson University
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Appendix 1.4: ECE Beliefs regarding CSA - Follow-Up Interview Scheduling
Survey
1. Please provide your name
2. Please provide an email address that I can reach you at regarding interviewrelated information or scheduling logistics
3. Day of Week preference
a. Weekday
b. Weekend - Saturday
4. Which Day? *only asked if answer to #3 was weekday
a. Tuesday
b. Wednesday
c. Thursday
d. Friday
5. Which Date - Tuesday? *only asked if answer to #4 was Tuesday
a. Tuesday, January 21st
b. Tuesday, January 28th
6. Which Date - Wednesday? *only asked if answer to #4 was Wednesday
a. Wednesday, January 22nd
b. Wednesday, January 29th
7. Which Date - Thursday? *only asked if answer to #4 was Thursday
a. Thursday, January 23rd
b. Thursday, January 30th
8. Which Date - Friday? *only asked if answer to #4 was Friday
a. Friday, January 24th
b. Friday, January 31st
9. Which Date - Saturday? *only asked if answer to #3 was Weekend Saturday
a. Saturday, February 25th
b. Saturday, February 1st
10. What Time - Weekday Slots? *only asked if answer to #3 was weekday
a. 3:15 - 4:15 pm
b. 3:30 - 4:30 pm
c. 3:45 - 4:45 pm
d. 4:00 - 5:00 pm
e. Other: please provide a time that would work best for your schedule
11. What Time - Saturday Slots? *only asked if answer to #3 was weekend - saturday
a. 1:00 - 2:00 pm
b. 2:00 - 3:00 pm
c. 3:00 - 4:00 pm
d. Other: please provide a time that would work best for your schedule
12. Where
a. please provide the name and address of a public place you’d prefer,
instead
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Appendix 1.5.1: Interview Protocol (v1)
Hello! Thanks so much for taking the time out of your busy schedule to meet with me, this
work is important and it simply isn’t possible without teachers such as yourself.
*pause for response*
My name is Amaris Cordero, and as you might remember from my survey, I am a
doctoral candidate at Clemson University College of Education. My research focuses on
child sexual abuse, and how those surrounded by it (parents, teachers, etc) might be
affected by its presence. For my dissertation, I wanted to talk with early childhood
educators about my research because I find their beliefs and experiences to be valuable.
*pause for response*
Before we jump in and get started, I wanted to just take a moment to give you a runthrough of what to expect. The interview is semi-structured, giving me an opportunity to
ask the questions that I feel are important to my work, and providing you with the
flexibility to answer those questions in whatever way feels comfortable to you.
Some of the questions I am going to ask will require you to reflect upon a time when you
suspected a child was being abused or a time when you reported allegations of child
sexual abuse. Because I want to keep the best interest of those children and families in
mind, please do not provide me with any names, locations, or other identifying details.
However, I am the only one listening to and transcribing these interviews, so if a detail
does slip in, I can remove it.
Also, if you ever feel uncomfortable by the questions asked, or the interview itself, you
can opt to skip a question OR stop the interview at your discretion. Do you have any
questions before we get started?
*pause for response*
Opening Questions
1. Can you tell me a bit about yourself and your path towards becoming an
educator?
2. Have you taught outside of SC, and if so, where?
a. What was is like teaching in …?
3. How long have you been teaching?
4. What grades have you taught?
5. Which grade has been your favorite to teach, and why?
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We’re going to transition and get started with the content-specific questions if you don’t
mind. Please let me know if you have any reservations about answering a specific
question, or if you need to take a break at any point.
*pause for response*
Child Sexual Abuse Questions
1. It’s important for me to understand your language and how you define things, so
when you think of the term Child Sexual Abuse, what does that mean to you?
2. What training, if any, have you received related to Child Sexual Abuse or other
types of trauma/maltreatment?
a. How does this training prepare you for navigating instances of child
maltreatment/trauma in the classroom?
3. During your initial survey, you indicated that you have suspected a child was
victimized by child sexual abuse; can you tell me more about that?
a. Without revealing personal details, how did you first notice there was a
concern?
b. What happened next?
c. Continue as needed, then ask, have you experienced any other examples in
your work?
4. Again, because it’s important for me to understand your perspective on this issue,
what would you say are the signs or symptoms of child sexual abuse?
5. During your initial survey, you indicated that you have previously reported CSA:
a. Can you tell me about the process of making that report?
b. Was the report made to CPS or school administration?
c. What happened in the aftermath of the report being made?
d. What impacts, if any, do you believe your report had on the child and their
family?
6. Given your experience reporting CSA, would you suggest any changes to the
manner in which these reports are made or the process following in the aftermath
of a report?
7. What barriers do you believe exist to reporting CSA?
8. Were there any support made available to you throughout your process, and if so,
can you tell me a bit about them?
Thank You so much for opening up to me about your experiences navigating such a
sensitive topic. We’re just about done, I just have a couple of more questions.
*pause for response*
Closing Questions
1. Because I’d like to respect your identity, when I refer to your responses in my
work, I will not be using your name. Is there a fictitious name or nickname that
you prefer I use when referencing you in my work?
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2. Is there anything else you feel you would like to say related to the questions I’ve
asked or to child sexual abuse in general?
Well, that’s all I have for you. Thank You, once again, so much for your time and
commitment to my work. As a child advocate, this work is important to me, and I think
understanding the perspectives and experiences of teachers as it relates to child sexual
abuse is crucial.
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Appendix 1.5.2: Interview Protocol (v2)
Hello! Thanks so much for taking the time out of your busy schedule to meet with me, this
work is important and it simply isn’t possible without teachers such as yourself.
*pause for response*
My name is Amaris Cordero, and as you might remember from my survey, I am a
doctoral candidate at Clemson University College of Education. My research focuses on
child sexual abuse, and how those surrounded by it (parents, teachers, etc) might be
affected by its presence. For my dissertation, I wanted to talk with early childhood
educators about my research because I find their beliefs and experiences to be valuable.
*pause for response*
Before we jump in and get started, I wanted to just take a moment to give you a runthrough of what to expect. The interview is semi-structured, giving me an opportunity to
ask the questions that I feel are important to my work, and providing you with the
flexibility to answer those questions in whatever way feels comfortable to you.
Some of the questions I am going to ask will require you to reflect upon a time when you
suspected a child was being abused or a time when you reported allegations of child
sexual abuse. Because I want to keep the best interest of those children and families in
mind, please do not provide me with any names, locations, or other identifying details.
However, I am the only one listening to and transcribing these interviews, so if a detail
does slip in, I can remove it.
Also, if you ever feel uncomfortable by the questions asked, or the interview itself, you
can opt to skip a question OR stop the interview at your discretion. Do you have any
questions before we get started?
*pause for response*
Opening Questions
1. Can you tell me a bit about yourself and your path towards becoming an
educator?
2. Have you taught outside of SC, and if so, where?
a. What was your experience like teaching in …?
3. How long have you been teaching?
4. What grades have you taught?
5. Which grade has been your favorite to teach, and why?
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We’re going to transition and get started with the content-specific questions if you don’t
mind. Please let me know if you have any reservations about answering a specific
question, or if you need to take a break at any point.
*pause for response*
Child Sexual Abuse Questions
1. It’s important for me to understand your language and how you define things, so
when you think of the term Child Sexual Abuse, what does that mean to you?
a. If the word ‘child’ or ‘age’ was used within their definition - at what
age would you say a child becomes an adult? and/or at what age does
something become appropriate?
2. What training, if any, have you received related to Child Sexual Abuse or other
types of trauma/maltreatment?
a. How does this training prepare you for navigating instances of child
maltreatment/trauma in the classroom?
b. How would you describe this training?
3. During your initial survey, you indicated that you have suspected a child was
victimized by child sexual abuse; can you tell me more about that?
a. Without revealing personal details, how did you first notice there was a
concern?
b. What happened next?
a. Continue as needed, then ask, have you experienced any other examples in
your work?
4. Again, because it’s important for me to understand your perspective on this issue,
what would you say are the signs or symptoms of child sexual abuse?
5. During your initial survey, you indicated that you have previously reported CSA:
a. Can you tell me about the process of making that report?
b. Was the report made to CPS or school administration?
c. What happened in the aftermath of the report being made?
d. What impacts, if any, do you believe your report had on the child and their
family?
a. How does the process of making these reports affect you and/or make
you feel?
6. Given your experience reporting CSA, would you suggest any changes to the
manner in which these reports are made or the process following in the aftermath
of a report?
7. What barriers do you believe exist to reporting CSA?
8. Were there any support made available to you throughout your process, and if so,
can you tell me a bit about them?
Thank You so much for opening up to me about your experiences navigating such a
sensitive topic. We’re just about done, I just have a couple of more questions.
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*pause for response*
Closing Questions
1. Because I’d like to respect your identity, when I refer to your responses in my
work, I will not be using your name. Is there a fictitious name or nickname that
you prefer I use when referencing you in my work?
2. Is there anything else you feel you would like to say related to the questions I’ve
asked or to child sexual abuse in general?
Well, that’s all I have for you. Thank You, once again, so much for your time and
commitment to my work. As a child advocate, this work is important to me, and I think
understanding the perspectives and experiences of teachers as it relates to child sexual
abuse is crucial.
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Appendix 1.6: Thank You email
Dear Jane Doe;
You are receiving this email because you were kind enough to participate in a follow-up
interview for my dissertation focused on better understanding the experiences of teachers
who have reported child sexual abuse.
I wanted to thank you, sincerely, for taking the time out of your schedule to participate in
both the survey- and interview-stages of my research. This work would not have been
possible without teachers, such as yourself, who were willing to share their experiences
with me.
Your responses were helpful, and allowed me to reach my goal of learning how teachers
navigate the process of detecting and reporting child sexual abuse. Once my dissertation
is defended and published, your experiences, along with those of the other teachers I
interviewed, will have the potential to inform future research in this field.
Best,
Amaris Cordero
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Appendix 2.1: Coded Interview
INVESTIGATION PROCESS
REPORTING/INVESTIGATION AFTERMATH
QUESTION ASKED
REPORTING PROCESS
DETECTING
MISCELLANEOUS - FEELINGS & INFLUENCES
SIGNS & SYMPTOMS
{Name Removed}: Umm, I don’t know. Nobody from DSS ever followed up with
me, umm, I know that, so, the protocol if a DSS person comes to the school to
speak with the child, the school social worker comes down and gets the kids and
then a few days after I made the call, she did come and get the child but they
don’t ever talk to us about what …
Amaris: what happens …
{Name Removed}: yeah, yeah
Amaris: Okay. Umm, what was, what was the process like to make that report?
{Name Removed}: Oh it was easy. I just called the number, and I didn’t have a
problem leaving my name or anything like that. I don’t know, I wasn’t fearful
about it.
Amaris: Okay. Umm, had there been other examples of children who you
suspected were being sexually abused during your …
{Name Removed}: Yeah, I’ve had two others. So, one in an older grade - well, it
was 4th grade, and it was just, I don’t know, it was just a gut feeling, she never
really said much, but as I have gotten older - and like I said, being a mother
myself - I, just, have started to say well, DSS will sort it out.
Amaris: Yeah, I understand that. Um, so, because it’s important for me to
understand your perspectives on the issue - what would you say are the signs
and symptoms of child sexual abuse?
{Name Removed}: Umm, so, frequent urination, umm, masturbating, you know, a
preoccupation with that area - which, a little bit, and I mean, you know this,
especially for 5-year-olds, some is normal and exploring is normal, but you just
know when it crosses the line, and they’ll talk about different things - they’ll talk
about videos, or pictures, or things like that, and you know something really
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wrong is going on here. Umm, the 4th grade kid that I was talking about, she was
so heavily depressed, and she was sleeping all the time, and the one time she
said something to me, she said, I just can’t sleep at night, I just, I just can’t. And
when I asked her why, it was just this overwhelming feeling, but she couldn’t, she
just couldn’t get it out, she wouldn’t say it.
Amaris: Umm, did you, make, I, I think you said you made a report?
{Name Removed}: I reported it.
Amaris: did you ever, did you know what happened afterwards?
{Name Removed}: Uh Uh.
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Appendix 2.2: Coded Analytic Memo
Meeting {Name Removed} felt similar to my meeting with {Name
Removed} - as though I’d known this woman for a decent bit of time and we were
just sitting and having a chat about my dissertation research topic.
{Name Removed} tells me about her experience teaching in two different
school districts - {REMOVED} and {REMOVED} districts. I recall her discussing
the two forms of training that were offered for each; one county - {REMOVED} I
believe (but perhaps I am wrong) offered a video and then a follow-up test, which
basically focused on their roles as mandated reporters, and taught them some
surface-level information regarding child sexual abuse. She says the training
wasn’t adequate, and that she felt as though the school district was just ‘checking
the box’ to make sure they provided teachers with the content. She then
discusses the other training, which was a video and did not contain a follow-up
assessment, and notes that this training wasn’t adequate either. What I found
most interesting was that she notes that, at the time, {REMOVED}’s policy (or
perhaps specifically the school’s policy) was to go to a school guidance
counselor or principal first, and that person would make the decision regarding
whether or not contacting DSS was warranted. Another thing I found interesting
was {Name Removed}’s statement regarding how life and parenting have
prepared her for navigating instances of abuse or neglect in the classroom; now
she immediately calls because, as a parent, she feels compelled to do so. This
makes me think of Nel Noddings’ Theory of Care, specifically this notion of how
her view regarding caring for her students has shifted after becoming a parent.
{Name Removed} discusses her first instance reporting child abuse - a
child who had disclosed to her that their Karate teacher was inappropriately
touching them. She made the report to the school counselor, who then wanted to
confirm this statement with the child. When the child wasn’t willing to share this
detail with the guidance counselor - she questioned whether {Name Removed}
had actually heard what she thought she had. {Name Removed} says it made her
feel awful knowing that a report likely wasn’t made, and having her conversations
with this child questioned to determine the authenticity of them, so-to-speak.
{Name Removed} reports this to the mother of the child, and the mother removed
the child from the Karate program he was attending.
This entire situation is concerning to me for a couple of reasons: it is illegal
for a school to require that a teacher come to them with their suspicions of any
form of maltreatment and neglect BEFORE contacting DSS, and it’s even more
illegal for the school to assume the role of a DSS caseworker by trying to
decipher whether or not the information is reportable - that is the job of DSS (a
sentiment that {Name Removed} shared - that’s DSS’ job). Furthermore, and to
my knowledge, teachers are not allowed to discuss any allegations of abuse with
the child’s parents, but rather that is the role of a DSS caseworker. Again, this
isn’t me saying that this is {Name Removed}’s fault, but rather pointing out that
there seems to be a theme of schools, and therefore teachers, breaking
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procedures and protocols put in place through CAPTA and Mandatory Reporting
policies, simply because they feel they ought to be able to do so.
This interview leaves me wondering how becoming a parent shifts the
views of teachers regarding their roles as teachers, especially related to the
wellbeing of their students and reporting practices.
{Name Removed} says that DSS should follow-up with the teachers and
let them know what happened in the aftermath (or at least that the case was
followed-up on). This is a sentiment that other teachers have also shared with
me. Lastly, {Name Removed} notes the need for more counselors in their
schools.
TRAINING EXPERIENCES/DESCRIPTION
REPORTING PROCESS
MISCELLANEOUS - FEELINGS & INFLUENCES
REPORTING EXPERIENCES
REPORTING/INVESTIGATION AFTERMATH
POTENTIAL THEME?
TEACHER SUGGESTIONS
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